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Extending the Challenge:

Working Toward a Common Body of Practice for Teachers

Concerned educators have always wrestled with issues of exuellence

a--.d professional development. It is argued, in the paper "A Common Body

of Practice. for Teachers:. The Challenge of Public Law 94-142 to Teacher

Education,"* that the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975

provides the necessary impetus for a concerted reexamination of teacher

education. Further, it is argued that this reexamination should enhance

the process of establishing a body of knowledge common to the members of

the teaching profession. The paper continues, then, by outlining clusters

of capabilities that may be included i.n the common body of knowledge.

These clusters of capabilities provide the basis for the following materials.

The materials are oriented toward assessment and development. First,

the various components, rating scales, self-assessments, sets of objectives,

and respective rationale and knowledge bases are designed to enable

teacher educators to assess current practice relative to the knowledge,

skills, and commitments outlined in the aforementioned paper. The assess-

ment is:4 conducted not necessarily to determine the worthiness of a program

or practice, but rather to reexamine current practice in order to articu-

late essential common elements of teacher education. In effect then, the

"challenge" paper and the ensuing materials incite further discussion

regarding a common body of practice for teachers.

Second and closely aligned to assessment is the developmental per-

rpertIve offered by thPne mhtorials. The assessment process allows the

user to view current practice on a develo mental continuum. Therefore,

desired or more appropriate practice is r adily identifiable. On another,

*Published by the American Association of C lieges for Teacher Education,

Washington, D.C., 1980 ($5.50).
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perhaps more important dimension, the "challenge" paper and these materials

focus discussion on preservice teacher education. In making decisions

regarding a common bcdy of practice it is essential that specific

knowledge, skill and commitment be acquired at the preservice level. It.

is also essential that other additional specific knowledge, skill, and

commitment be acquired as a teacher is inducted into the profession and

matures with years of experience. Differentiating among these levels of

professional development is paramount. These materials can be used in

forums in which focused discussion will explicate better the necessary

elements of preservice teacher education. This explication will then

allow more productive discourse on the necessary capabilities of beginning

teachers and the necessary capabilities of experienced teachers.

In brief, this work is an effort to capitalize on the creative

ferment of the teaching profession in striving toward excellence and

professional development. The work is to be viewed as evolutionary and

formative. Contributions from our colleagues are heartily welcomed.

4



This paper presents one module in a series of resource materials

which are designed for Lse la teacher educators. The genesis of these

materials is in the ten "clusters of capabilities," outlined in the

paper, "A Common Body of Practice for Teachers: The Challenge of

Public Law 94142 to Teacher Education," which form the proposed core

of professional knowledge needed by professional teachers who will

practice in the world of tomorrow. The resource materials are to be

used by teacher educators to reexamine and enhance their current practice

in preparing classroom teachers to work competently and comfortably with

children who have a wide range of individual needs. Each module provides

further elaboration of a specified "cluster of capabilities" - in this

case, promoting constructive student-student relationships.

The reader may note that the format of this module deviates some-

what from that of other modules in this series. Considerably less atten-

tion is devoted to a discussion of the knowledge base of the subject mat-

ter with correspondingly greater attention devoted to specific ways of

promoting cooperative learning goals in the classroom. This change in

format was considered beneficial to fully explicating what might otherwise

remain a somewhat abstract idea. References are made in the module to

other publications which more fully discuss the knowledge and research

base supporting the inclusion of this subject in the "common body of

practice." Reviews of research are also appended to serve this end.
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OBJECTIVES FOR TEACHER EDUCATORS

Upon completion of this module you will be better able to instruct

education students in the content of this module ex, that they:

1. Understand conceptually and, operationally tile nature of cooperative

learning experiences.

2. Understand the reasons-why,cooperative learning experiences are

important for successful mainstreaming of handicapped students

into the regular classroom.

3. Know how to structure instructional sessions cooperatively.

4. Know the instructional outcomes best facilitated by the cooperative

goal structure.

5. Have personally experienced a variety of cooperative learning

situations.
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REASONABLE OBJECTIVES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

Students should have well-structured knowledge, practical skill, and

commitments to professional ptLrformance in the following areas relating

to the systematic use of cooperative learning activities:

1. Understanding conceptually and operationally the nature of

cooperative learning experiences.

2. Understanding the reasons why cooperative learning experiences

are important for successful mainstreaming of handicapped students

into the regular classroom.

3. Knowing how to structure instructional sessions cooperatively.

4. Knowing the instructional outcomes facilitated by the use of

cooperative learning experiences.

ci
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Rating Scale for the Teacher Preparation Program

Check the level that bast describes your present teacher education

program on the topic of cooperative learning activities

1. Students in preparation for teaching do not know anything about the

advantages of cooperative over competitive and individualistic

instruction. They view the important forms of interaction as being

teacher-student and student-materials interaction.

2. Students in preparation for teaching have been introduced to

strategies for cooperative instruction, but are mostly unaware of

the overall importance of constructive student-student interaction.

Students have had specific training on how to structure cooperative

learning activities, plus some exposure to the research literature

supporting the use of cooperative instruction, but lack systematic,

structured knowledge about cooperative learning and how to use it

effectively.

4. Students in preparation for teaching have had broad d dactic training

in how to use cooperative learning, activities, bui.. practice is

sporadic. Major emphasis, especially in prLtcticums, goes to compe-

titive and individualistic learning rather than cooperative learning.

5. Students in preparation for teaching have clear knowledge and

practical skill in how to implement cooperative learning activities

in the classroom and understand the rationale as to why cooperation

is more effective in most instances tnan is competitive and individ-

ualistic instruction.
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Self-Assessment

1. Define cooperative learning:

2. Define competitive learning:

3. Define individualistic learning:

Given below are a list of ways students can interact with each other in the

classroom; Write "1" in. the space below if you think the interaction pattern .

is best promoted by a. cooperative goal structure, write "2" if you think the

interaction pattern is best promoted by a competitive goal structure, and

write "3" if you think the interaction pattern is best promoted by an

individualistic goal structure.

4. Students tutor each other wile working on a joint assignment.

5. Students work alone with their own set mf materials and at their

own pace, without attending to what other students are doing.

6. Students attempt to outperform each other.

7. Students encourage each ether to complete assignments.

8. Students discuss with each other the material to be learned.

=a.

==_
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Given below 4.re a list of potential outcomes from instructional situations.

Write "1" if the outcome is most likely to result from a cooperative learning

structure, write "2" if the outcome is most likely to result from a competi-

tive learning structure, or write "3" if the outcome is moat likely to result

from an individualistic learning structure. P

9. Maximal achievement by high, medium, and low ability students.

0

10. Mastery and use of high level cognitivexeasoning.strategies.

. .

11. Liking for peers, including peers from different ethnic groups,

ability levels, and social class background.

12. High self7esteem based on a unconditional acceptance of.oneself.

13. Mastery qf the interpersonal and group skills needed to interact

effectively with other people.

14. Circle the letters indicating the essential components of a cooperative

goal structure:

a. criteria-referenced evaluation system

b. individual learning goal

c. norm-referenced evaluation system

d. group learning goal

e. rewarding students on the basis of individual

f. rewarding students on the basis of group

1 I
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15. Circle the letters indicating the essential compoents of a competitive

goal structure:

a. criteria-referenced evaluation system

b. indilAduaI learning goal

c. norm-referenced evaluation system

d. group 'Earning goal

e. rewarding students on the basis of individual performance

f. rewarding students on the basis of group performance

.16. Circle the letters indicating 'the essential components of an individ-

ualistic goal structure:

a. criteria-referenced evluation system

b. individual learning goal

c. norm-refdrdnced evaluation system

d. group learning goal

e. rewarding` students on the basis of individual performance

f. rewarding students on the basis of group performance

Circle.the letter indicating corresponding to the correct answer.

17. Social isolates are more often integrated into classroom friendship circles

a. under individualistic conditions

b. under cooperative conditions

c. under competitive conditions

d. none of the above
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18. Handicapped students being mainstreamed into the regular classroom

are more accepted into peer friendship circles

a. under individualistic conditions

b. under: cooperative conditions

c. uncle': competitive conditions

d. none.of the above

19. The purpose of a goalstructure is to

a. make teaching easier

b. help teachers establish good rapport with students

c. create positive, negative, or no interdependence among students

d. give students a variety of ways to learn

20. The two basic objectives for any cooperative leafning group are:

a. goal maintenance

b. goal achievement

c. relationship maintenance

d. relationship achievement

21. Effective small group leadership dep.nds on:

a. the brightest student being appointed the leader

b. keeping students on task, regardless of how effectively they can

work with.each other

c. maintaining effective work relationships, regardless_of how much

learning takes place

d. flexible/behavior on the part of all members aimed at providing the

actions necessary to maximize the learning of all group members and

helping students work effectively with each other

1,1
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22. Effective group leadership depends on: (identify three)

a. flexible behavior

b. the ability to diagnose what actions are needed at a particular

time for the group to function most effectively

c. being the largest and physically strongest person in the group

d. the ability to fulfill the needed behaviors or to get other members

to do them

e. The ability to motivate group members to do what you want them to

f. Not offending anyone in the group

23. The most essential aspect of mainstreaming is to:

a. maximize the achievement of handicapped students

b. integrate handicapped students into constructive relationships

with nonhandicapped peers

c. end the labelling and classifying of students

d. force parent involvement in the education of handicapped students

Attitude

Circle the number that most closely represents your attitude.

24. I don't like to see
students working with
each other to complete
class assignments.

25. I like to see which
student is the smartest.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree

4 5

4 5
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26. I like to see students
helping each other learn.

27. Students do better work
when they work alone.

28. Students do better work
when they work togetbgr
in small groups.

29. I like to bee students
competing to see who is
best.

-12-

Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Attitudes Toward Cooperative, ompetitive, And IndividualisticC/

Learning Activities

Name School

In responding to the items below, indicate how you fee) generally about each

statement. Circle the number that most accurately describes how you

generally feel about the statement.

= Never 2 = Seldom 3 = Some of the time 4 = Most of the time 5 = Always

1. In my classes I like students to work by themselves. 1--2--3--4- 5

2. In ILe classes I like students to take the initiative

to help each other with their assignments. 1--2--3--4--5

3. In my classes I like students to share their answers

with each other. 1--2--3--4--5

4. In my classes I like to motivate the students to try

to get the best grade. 1--2--3--4--5

5. In my classes I like to seats arranged so that students

are not annoyed by each other. 1--2--3--4--5

6. In my classes I like the smarter students to know they

are doing well compared to their peers. 1-2-3-4-75

7. In my classes I encourage students to finish their work

before their classmates. 1--2--3--4--5

8. In my classes I evaluate students on the basis of the

performance of their work groups. 1--2--3--4--5

9. In my classes I like students to work in teams. 1--2--3--4--5

10. In my classes I encourage students to do their best

to meet a preset criteria of excellence. 1--2--3--4--5



Johnson & Johnson -14-

11. In my classes I encourage students to work alone. 1--2--3--4--5

12. In my classes I grade on a "curve." 1--2--3--4--5

Cooperative Competitive Individualistic

2. 4. 1.

3. 6. 5.

8. 7. 10.

9. 12. 11.

Total Total Total

Place each number you circled in the spaces above and total each column.

This provides you with a rough idea of your attitudes toward the use of

cooperative, competitive, and individualistic learning activities in your

classes.

1/
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INSTRUCTIONAL SESSIONS

The rest of this unit consists of six individual sessions that may

be conducted with preservice education students. The sessions are:

1. The nature and definition of cooperatively structured instruction.

In this session the students participate in a brief cooperative,

competitive, and individualistic learning experience; listen

to a lecture on the definitions of the three types of learning

situations; and discuss their reactions.

2. The necessit of usin: cooperative learning situations to facilitate

the inte ration of handicapped students into constructive relation-

ships with nonhandicapped peersinehe regular classroom. In this

session students listen to a lecture on mainstreaming and the

structure of learning situations when both handicapped and nonhandi-

capped students are present.

3. The procedures used in conductin: cooperative learning situations.

In this session students will participate in a model cooperative
to

lesson and listenAa description of the specific steps involved

in structuring a learning activity cooperatively.

4. The planning of a cooperative learning situation. This session

focuses on having students take a lesson they plan to teach and

structure it so Ciat students work cooperatively.

5. The research support for the use of cooperative learning procedures.

In this session students will discuss the instructional outcome,

that research suggests will result from cooperative learning

activities.
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6. A summary of what students have learned. This session provides

for students to discuss what they have learned and concluded

from their reading and from the class sessions.

There is a basic format for each session:

1. Objectives for the session.

2. An introduction to pracue and create an anticipatory set.

3. A pretest that helps students to understand what they are expected

to learn from the session.

4. A simulation or micro-lesson to give students a concrete reality

referent to discuss.

5. A lecture on the information and procedures on which the lesson

focuses.

6. A group discussion to integrate students' experiences, reading

assignments, lecture content, and reactions.

7. A summary that points the way to the next session and integrateE

the session into the entire unit.
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Session 1: that Is Cooperative Learning?

Objectives

The objectives of this session are to:

1. Introduce the unit:

2. Define conceptually and operationally cooperative, cr-petitive,

and individualistic learning situations.

Reading Assignment

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. Learning together and alone: Cooperation,

competition, and individualization. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-

Hall, 1975. Chapters 1 and 3.
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Introduction

Beliefs about the impact of teacher-student and student-materials

interaction are as prevalent in our educational system as'concerns about

reading, writing, and arithmethic. Some of the truisms commonly heard are:

"If the teacher loves the student, the student will learn."

"If the materials are well organized, student achievement will iy.; up."

"If you want to raise students' performance on standardised math

tests, use math series."

"If the student3 don't learn, the teacher is probably incompetent."

Sound familiar? Are these beliefs that educators you knot. hold? Both

the teacher's instructional role and the nature of curriculum materials have

received a great deal of attention in instructional theory. rhere has been

extensive attention in teacher preservice and inservice on the interactions

between students and curriculum materials and, more recently, attention has

been focused on the interaction between students and the teacher. These, however,

are not the most important forms of interaction within instruction situations.

The form of interaction that most influences students' performance in instruc-

tional situations is student-student interaction. And the purpose of this

module is to examine carefully the impact of interaction among students on

achievement, cognitive development, and social development.

How students interact with each other depends primarily on the type of goal

interdependence existing in situation. Teachers, instructors, and

professors can structure student learning goals so that students collaborate

and help each other learn, compete to see who can achieve the most, and work

alone striving to achieve a set criteria of excellence. By structuring

2i
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student learning goals cooperatively, competitively, or individualically,

teachers control whether students are positively interdependent with each

other, negatively interdependent, or independent during the instructional

activities. Technically, cooperative interdependence is based on a positive

correlation among goal attainments, competitive interdependence is based on

a negative correlation ,_mong goal attainments, and individualistic efforts

are based on an absence of any correlation among goal attainments (Johnson &

Johnson, 1975).

The way in which educators structure student learning goals determines

how students interact with each other. Student interaction patterns are a

major determinant of the cognitive and affective outcomes of instruction.

There is a great deal of research that indicates if student-student inter-

action is structured carefully and appropriately students learn much more

and feel more positive about the subject matter, each other, and themselves.

This research covers a wide range of age levels and subject areas and has

been available for some time. Why is it then, that appropriately structuring

learning goals to affect student-student interaction is not an established

part of a teacher's training? Why has this powerful classroom strategy been

neglected while student-materials and teacher-student interaction have been

emphasized? There is not a clear answer to these questions, but the discrepancy

between what we know and what we do can be corrected. It is not difficult to

prepare educators to select the appropriate goal structure for an instructional

activity, implement it so that a certain student-student interaction pattern

is achieved, and then instruct students in the social skills they need to

interact appropriately and effectively with each other. It is time we did so.
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Tip 1

Educators tend to emphasize materials-student and teacher-student interaction

while ignoring student-student interaction. Examine two or three current

educational psychology and teaching methods texts and determine how much

emphasis is being placed on student-student interaction to promote achievement

and cognitive and social development.



Johnson &Johnson -21-

Studoht Pretest

1. Randomly place students in pairs.

2. Give the pretest, instructing students to:

a. Discuss each question as a pair.

J. Arrive at one answer to each question.

c. Make sure both members of the pair agree on each answer and

understand the rationale behind the answer.

3. Have the pairs combine into groups of four and repeat the procedure,

deciding on one answer for each question for the group of four, and

making sure that all members of the group agree on the answers.

4-: Circle the letters indicating the essential components of a cooperative

goal structure:

a. Criteria-referenced evaluation system.

b. Individual learning goal.

c. Norm-referenced evaluation system.

d. Group learning goal.

e. Rewarding students on the basis of individual performance.

f. Rewarding students on the basis of group performance.

24
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2. Circle the letters indicating the essential components of a competitive

goal structure:

a. Criteria-referenced. evaluation system.

b. Individual learning goal.

c. Norm-referenced evaluation system.

4

d. Group learning goal.

e. Rewarding students on the basis of individual performance.

f. Rewarding students on the basis of group performance.

1. Circle the letters indicating the essential components of an individ-

ualistic goal structure:

a. Criteria-referenced evaluation system.

b. Individual learning goal.

c. Norm-referenced evaluat on sysLem.

d. Group learning goal.

e. Rewarding students on th basis of.individual performance.

f. Rewarding students on the basis of group performance.

4. Given below is a list of ways students can interact with each other

in the classroom. Indicate below whether you think the interaction

pattern is best promoted by a cooperative (1), competitive (2), or

individualistic (3) goal structure.

2
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4
continued)

Students tutor each other while working on a joint assignment.

Students work alone with their own set'of materials and at their

own pace, without attending to what other students are doing.

Stdents attempt to outperform each other.
7.

Students encourage each other to complete assignments.

Students discuss with each other the material to be learned.

Students attempt to hide information from each other so that

classmates will get lower scores on the tests.

5. Sue and Bob are pre-med students and are laboratory partners in a

chemistry clas's in which grading is done on the "curve." Sue knows that

only those with the highest grades will be admitted to medical school.

When Bob asks her for help in writing up his experiments, she refuses

because it would tend to equalize their grades. This is an example of

which kind of learning?

a. Cooperative.

b. Competitive.

c. Individualistic.

d. All of the above.

6. A group of first aid students are given a task in which they are to

rank order from first to last the steps in cardio-pulmonary resuscitation.

They must reach a decision by consensus (i.e., all must agree on the

final ranking). Evaluation of each student is based on the accuracy

of the group's ranking. This is an example of which .kind of learning?

a. Cooperative.

b. Competitive.

2t

L



.15

Johnson & Johnson . -24-

6. (continued)

c. Individualistic.

d. All of the above.

7. A swimming class is told that in order to pass the course each student

must be able to perform at a certain competence level (i.e., swim four

laps in,a certain amount of time, tread water for 60 seconds, ane so

forth). This is example of what kind of learning?

a. Cooperative

b. Competitive,

c. Individualistic.

d. All of the above.
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1

Operational Definitions Of The Tee Goal Structures

1. The objective of this lesson is to provide stuadnts with both a conceptual

and an operational definition of cooperative, competitive, and individual-

istic learning situations.

2. Randomly assign students to groups of three.

3. Conduct a competitive learning experience by doing the following.

a. State that the members of each triad are to compete to see who is

best in identifying how many squares are in a certain geometric

figure. The criteria for winning is simply to identify more correct

squares than the other two triad members. Ask the students to turn

their "squares figure" right side up, and tell them to begin.

b. At the end of three or four minutes instruct the students to

stop. Then ask them to determine who is the winner of each triad,

ask the winners to stand, and then have everyone applaud.

c. Tell students to turn away from the triad and, working by themselves,

write down (a) how did they feel during the competition and (b) what

did they notice during the competition. Give students another three

or four minutes to do this.

4. Conduct an individualistic learning experience by doing the following.

a. State that students are to work individualistically to find as many

two-sided figures in a geometric figure as they can. All students

who find 95 percent of the biangles will receive an "A," all those

who find 90 percent will receive a "B," and all those who find only

85 percent will receive a "C." Tell the students to turn their

"biangles figure" right side up and begin.

2i
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4. b. At the end of three or four minutes ask the participants to stop.

Then announce that there are ten biangles in the figure. Ask the

students to work by themselves to answer the questions: (a) how

did you feel and (b) what did you notice. Give participants another

three or four minutes to do so.

5. Conauct a cooperative learning experience by doing the following:

a. State that students are to reform their triads and work as a group

to identify as many triangles within a geometric figure as they can,

making sure that all members of their triad can correctly identify

all triangels. The members of each triad should sign the group's

paper when they are finisheCto note their agreement with the group's

answer. All members of the groups finding 95 percent of the triangles

will receive an "A," all members of the groups finding 90 percent of

the triangles will receive a "B," and all members of the groups

finding 85 percent of the triangles will receive a "C." Tell the

students to turn their "triangles figure" right side up and begin.

b. At the end of eight or nine minutes tell the students to stop. Inform

them that there are 18 triangles in the figure. Then ask them to turn

away from their triad and working by themselves write down: (a) ht).;

they feel and (b) what did they notice during the cooperative

instruction. Give students three or four minutes to do this.

6. Instruct the students to share their reactions to the three types of

learning situations with the other members of their triad. Give them

around ten or twelve minutes to do so. Then sample the reactions of the

triad in a whole class discussion of the students' reactions. Ask the

students to make conclusions concerning the classes reactions to the three

instructional experiences.

2'J
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7. Review with the entire class the conceptual definitions of the three goal

structures. Then add the following operational definitions:

a. Competitive: set an individual goal (to dc better than the other

students), use a norm-referenced evaluation system, and reward

winners.

b. Individualistic: set an individual goal (to do as well as one can),

use a criteria-referenced evaluation system, and reward each student

on the basis of how his or her performance compares to the preset

criteria of excellence.

c. Cooperative: set a group goal (for all group members to master the

material at as high.a level as possible), use a criteria-referenced

evaluation system, and reward each student on the basis of how his

or her group's performance compares to the preset criteria of excellence.

8. Dis?uss with the entire class:

a. What student-student interaction patterns were present in each type

of learning situation?

b. What cognitive and affective outcomes resulted from the interaction

patterns?
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How did I feel?

What did I notice?
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Conceptual Definitions of Cooperative, Competitive, and

Individualistic Learning Situations

The basic premise of this unit is that the way in which teachers

structure student learning goals determines how students interact with

each other, and that the student-student interaction patterns largely

determine the cognitive and affective outcomes of instruction. In every

lesson, the teacher structures the way in which students interact with

each other as they pursue their learning goals. Teachers may structure

student learning goals so that students are in a win-lose struggle to

see who is best (competition or negative goal interdependence), so that

students work individualistically on their own independent from their

peers (individualistic or no goal interdependence), or so that students

work in pairs or small groups to complete the assignments and help each

other master the assigned material (cooperation or positive goal inter-

dependence). It is the student-student interaction patterns promoted

by the three goal structure instructional outcomes-: The purpose of this

session is to provide clear operational and conceptual definitions of

--.-Ahe three goal structures.

Competition among students is created by a negative goal interdependence

where students perceive that they can obtain their learning goals if and

only if the other students with whom they are competitively linked fail

to achieve their goals. To structure competition a teacher sets individual

goals, uses a norm-referenced evaluation system, and rewards winners.

Students are instructed to try to work faster and more accurately than

their classmates, are placed in rank-order in terms of their achievement,

and the winners are rewarded. Competition pits students against each
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other so that everytime one student studies hard, the other students may

suffer through lower grades.

Individualistic work by studenta is created by structuring no goal

interdependence where students perceive that the achievement of their

ic,arning goals is unrelated to, and independent from, the goal achievement

of othev students. Students are instructel to work on their own, with

their own set of materials and at their own pace, without interacting

with the other students, and striving to reach a preset critieria of

excellence. If one student masters the assigned material it has no effect

whatsoever on the learning of other students. In other words, to structure

a learning situation individualistically, a teacher sets individual goals,

uses a criteria - referenced evaluation system, and rewards students on

the basis of how their work compares with the preset criteria of excellence.

Cooperation among students is created by a positive goal interdependence

among students where each student perceives that he or she can obtain his or

learning goal if and only if the other students with whom he or she is coopera-

tively linked achieve their learning goals. To structure a learning situa-

tion cooperatively, a teacher sets group goals, uses a criteria-referenced

evaluation system, and rewards students on the basis of how their group

product compares with the preset criteria of excellence. Cooperation

places students within a peer support system so that everytime one student

studies hard, the other students will benefit through higher grades.

Recent tradition in schools encourages interpersonal competition

in which students are expected to outperform their peers. When a child

enters school, there is great concern whether his or her performance is

equal to or better than :gat of other children in the clabs. To know
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more than others is taken as a sign that one is better, more intelligent,

superior, and a better person; and being more knowledgeable is prized.

Constantly encouraging students to outperform their peers has had considerable

socializing effect, as indicated by the facts. that American children are

more competitive than are children from other countries and become more

competitive the longer they are in school or the older they become (Johnson

& Johnson, 1975, 1978). Not only do most students perceive school as

a competitive enterprise, but researchers have found that American students

so seldom cooperate spontaneously that it appears that the environment

provided for students is barren of experiences that would sensitize them

to the possibility of cooperation.

Individualistic instruction, where students work alone with their

own set of materials toward their own learning goals, has been presented

as an alternative to competition and implemented widely in the past ten

or twelve years. Yet it seems to contribute to student loneliness and

alienation and to have an adverse effect on socialization and healthy

social and cognitive development.

Although clustering students together to work on an assignment is

not uncommon, cooperation, where students see themselves in a "sink or

swim together" relationship, is the. least used of the three goal structures.

Cooperation is not having students sit close together, each doing their

own work but calking with one another. Nor is cooperation a situation

where one student does all the work for the group while three others go

along for a free ride. Cooperation is .tot having students share materials

or equipment before they take a competitive test. Cooperative interdepen-

dence means that the students perceive their success to be dependent on

3 6'
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the efforts of all the members of their group so that their group product

is evaluated against a preset criteria of excellence and all members of

the group must master the assigned material.

In the ideal classroom all three goal structures are used in an integrated

way. All students learn to work cooperatively with thei, peers, to compete

for fun and enjoyment, and td work autonomously on their own. Most of

the time, however, students would work cooperatively on instructional

tasks, as it is cooperation that is most facilitative of several desired

instructional outcomes.
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Group Discussion-

1. InItruct students to form into groups of four.

2. Students are to develop a set of conclusions from their experiencing

the three goal structures, thcir reading, the lecture, and their past

experiences with cooperative, competitive, and individualistic learning.

There should be one list of conclusions from the group, all members

must agree with the conolusions,.and each-member .must be 'able to describe

the group's rationale for the conclusion.

3. Sample the conclusions found oy small groups, perhaps by having each

group state their first one or two conclusions.

Summary

It is now somewhat clear as the the nature of cooperative learning

experiences and how they differ from competitive and individualistic ones.

In the next session the relationship between cooperative learning and

successful mainstreaming (as well as ethnic integration) will be discussed.

We will then focus on how a teacher structures a cooperative learning

experience.
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Session 2:

What is the relationship between student-student interaction patterns

and mainstreaming handicapped students into regular classrooms?

Objectives

1. Provide students with the rationale for carefully structuring the

interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped student. cooperatively.

2. Require students to speculate as to what the specific, collaborative roles

of the regular teacher, the special education teacher and the principal are

in structuring effective mainstreaming.

Rea.iing Assignment

1.. Johnson, R. T. and D. W. Johnson, The Social Integration of Handicapped

Students into the Mainstream. In M. Reynolds (Ed.), Social Environment of

theSchools. Reston Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1980, 9-38.

Reprint in Appendix B.

Introduction

Session 1 dealt with the definitions of the student-student interaction

patterns: Cooperative, Competitive and Individualistic learning. .This session

deals with the mainstreaming of handicapped students into the regular classroom

setting and the kind of interaction between students and between school staff

which promotes successful mainstreaming.
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Student Pretest

1. Randomly place students in pairs.

2. Give the pretest, instructing students to:

a. Discuss each question as a pair.

b. Arrive at one answer to each question.

--c.--Make-sure-both-members-of-the-pair agree on each answer -and

understand the rationale behind the answer.

3. Have. the pairs combine into groups of four and repeat the procedure,

deciding on one answer for each question for the group of four, and

making sure that all members of the group agree on the answers.

Circle the letter of the most correct answer.

1. Mainstreaming refers to:

a. The preparation of an Individualized Educational Plan for each

handicapped student.

b. Effecti,re communication between school staff and parents of

handicapped students.

c. A careful plan for when handicapped students should be in the

regular classroom setting.

d. Giving handicapped students access to and constructive interaction

with their nonhandicapped peers.

e. All of the above.

2. Handicapped students being mainstreamed are better off:

a. Under individualistic conditions.
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2. (continued)

b. Under cooperative conditions.

c. Under competitive conditions.

d. None of the above.

3. The most important aspect of mainstreaming is to:

a. Maximize the achievement of handicapped students.

b. End the labeling and classifying of students.

c. Integrate handicapped students into constructive relationships

with nonhandicapped peers.

d..Force parent involvement in the education of handicapped students

through the use of the I.E.P.
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Mainstreaming and Cooperative Grouping

Mainstreaming begins when a handicapped student walks into the regular

classroom and faces his or her new classmates for the first time. While

the handicapped child may feel apprehensive and afraid, the nonhandicapped

children may be experiencing discomfort and uncertainty. There is strain

on both sides and no guarantee that the students will feel any more comfortable

with each other as time passes. Mainstreaming carries the risk of making

relationships between handicapped and nonhandicapped students worse as well

as better. It is the way in which the teacher structures student-student

interaction during instruction that makes the difference.

If the inclusion of handicapped students in mainstream classrooms is

to provide constructive experiences for them, their nonhandicapped peers,

and the classroom teachers, then teachers need to understand the eflects

of student to student interaction on students' acceptance of differences

and their appreciation of heterogeneity. The following session is designed

so that you have a clear understanding of the relationship between

appropriate student/student interaction and mainstreaming, and also have

a session which could be included in relevant courses that you teach or

have influence over. The session deals with some perceptions that reflect

the research around student-student interaction and mainstreaming inter-

spersed with suggested triads for students to become involved with the

concepts. It should be noted that the theme of the session deals with

building a classroom climate for acceptance of differences and L. relevant

to integrating students with different ethnic backgrounds, males and females,

and isolated students into the mainstream as well as the integration of

handicapped students. The session begins with a brief definition of
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mainstreaming which is followed by a series of perceptions that reflect

the research around student-student interaction and mainstreaming.

Interspersed are a couple of discussion exercises designed to use with

students: the first encouraging students to provide themselves with a

real image of a handicapped student to focus on during the session and

the second asking students to deliberate on the roles of the spe..ial

education teacher, the regular education teacher and the school principal

as they collaborate to affect appropriate mainstreaming strategies.

There is a short monograph in Appendix B which gives background

theory, some data and some explanation to the perceptions summarized in

the session. This material could effectively be used as homework reading

for the student or background reading for you in presenting the session.

The following material is designed for use as lecture and discussion.

What Is Mainstreaming?

For mainstreaming to be effective, what mainstreaming is needs to be

understood. Although the goals established for handicapped children in

mainstream environments encompass both academic and social/personal

objectives, mainstream placements are successful only to the extent that

handicapped students are integrated into constructive relationships with

nonhandicapped peers. Mainstreaming may be defined as the provision of

an appropriate educational opportunity for all handicapped students in

the lease restrictive environment, based on individualized educational

plans, with procedural safeguards and parent involvement, and aimed at

providing handicapped students with access to and constructive interactions

with non-handicapped peers.
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While all

bottom line of

action between.

parts of the mainstreaming definition are important, the

the mainstreaming concept deals with constructive inter-

handicapped and nonhandicapped students.

What Is the Value in Mainstreaming?

For some years now, more and more students have been labeled handi-

capped, removed from regular classrooms for more and more reasons and placed

in special classrooms for special help. Concern for these students who

were growing up outside of their peer group grew until a law was passed

encouraging mainstreaming the students back into the regular classroom

where feasible. Why is there concern for students learning in special

classes?

One of the more important reasons is the recognition of the importance

for handicapped students of relationships with nonhandicapped peers. It

is nonhandicapped peers who provide handicapped children and adolescents

with entry into the normal life experiences of their age groups, such as

being invited to birthday parties, going to dances, taking buses, going

to movies, shopping, knowing what to wear, what words are "in", what songs

are popular and dating. Experiences with a variety of peers is not a super-

ficial luxury to be enjoyed by some students and not b'y others. Constructive

peer relationships are not only an absolute necessity for maximal achieve-

ment and healthy social and cognitive development but, also they may be the

primary relationships within which development and socialization take place.

Handicapped students especially need access to highly motivated and

appropriately behaving peers.

On the other hand, nonhandicapped students can obtain many important
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life experiences through building and maintaining relationships with handi-

capped peers (Johnson & Johnson, 1980). In our research, for example,

we have found that when nonhandicapped students collaborate with handicapped

peers on instructional tasks, the result is increased empathy, altruism,

and ability to view situations from a variety of perspectives. Mainstreaming

is not something you do for a few students with handicaps but, rather,

something you do for all students. The instructional procedures needed for

mainstreaming also benefit the shy student sitting in the back of the,

classroom, the overaggressive student who seeks acceptance through negative

behaviors, the bright but socially inept student, and the average student

who does his or her work and often escapes the notice of the teacher. All

students need to be 4.ntegrated into the classroom life with each other and

even the most well-adjusted and hard-working students benefit from main-

streaming when it is conducted with competence. Mainstreaming is a current,

good reason to build a classroom atmosphere which encourages acceptance

of differences and highlights the positive potential of heterogeneous

interactions for students.

How Do Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Students Interact?

The central question in mainstreaming deals with the kind of inter-

actions which develop between handicapped and nonhandicapped students

after mainstreaming occurs. At this point in the session it would be

helpful to think about a real student so that a "reality referent" is

established. One way of doing this is to set up a short discussion with

the use of the "focus trio":

1) Divide the participants up into groups of three preferably in a
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way.to generate random groups such as counting off.

2) Expfain that in the trios each person will have two minutes to

describe for the group a student they went to school with or

that they have taught who had a handicap or a stigmatized

difference of some kind, and their perception of how the other

students interacted with that person.

3) The rules for a focus trio are that the focus remains with one

person for the two minutes with the other triad members able to

ask clarifying questions but not allowed to take the focus away

by using such phrases as "That reminds me of the time I... nt

"That student sounds like one I taught who..."

At the end of about six minutes of discussion, each participant will have

three examples of students that were in need of mainstraming, their own and

the examples provided by the other members of their triad. You may want to

ask for one or two students to share their examples with everyone to further

focus the group.

Mainstreaming begins with placing handicapped and nonhandicapped

students in the same classroom. Placing students in physical proximity

-..Ti:-11 each other does not mean, however, that the needed supportive and

accepting relationships will develop. Contact is.a necessary condition

for integrating handicapped and nonhandicapped students into constructive

relationships, but it is not a sufficient condition. Physical proXimity of

handicapped and nonhandicapped students can result in increased prejudice,

stereotyping, and rejecting, or it can result in accepting, supportive,

and caring relationships (Johnson & Johnson, 1980). Which of these alternatives

occurs depends ca how teachers structure student-student interactions.
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At this point, it may be necessary to review the definitions of

the three different goal structures. One way of doing this and

getting some participant involvement is to have the triads formed

earlier in the session review the definitions with each other from

their notes and turn in as a group a brief two sentence definition

for each goal structure that each group member could agree with

and explain if called upon to do so. If time allows, it would also

be effective to have the trios ponder the.effects of each goal

on the mainstreamed, handicapped student. An alternative to the

triad is to briefly review the definitions yourself using the

following mateL.ial.

In a cooperative learning situation, the teacher established a group

goal and a criterion-referenced evaluation system, then group members are

rewarded on the basis of their group performance. Thus, a teacher may

assign students to small groups (each containing at least one handicapped

student), give them a set of math problems to solve, instruct them to

reach agreement as a group oh the correct answer for each problem and to

make sure that every group member can solve every problem and detail the

criteria of excellence which will be used to evaluate the group's work.

In a competitive learning situation the teacher established an

individual goal and a norm-referenced evaluation system, then students

are rewarded on the basis of how their work compares with the work of

their classmates. Thus, a teacher gives students a set of math problems

to solve, instructs them to try to outperform their classmates by solving

more problems quicker, and rewards the winning students.

In an individualistic learning situation the teacher establishes
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an individual goal, a criterion-referenced evaluation system, and rewards

students strictly on the basis of their individual performances. Thus, a

teacher may give each student a set of math problems, instruct students

to work alone without bothering other students and to complete as many

problems as they can, and detail the criteria of excellence used to

evaluate each student's independent work.

Each of these interaction patterns not only promotes different kinds

of interactions between students,but each has a very different effect on

acceptance of differences and mainstreaming (Johnson & Johnson, 1980).

Cooperative learning experiences, compared with competitive and indivi-

dualistic ones, result in more positive student-student relationships

which are characterized by mutual liking, positive attitudes toward

one another, mutual concern, friendships, attentiveness, mutual feelings

of obligation, support and acceptance, and desire to win each other's

respect. These findings hold regardless of the ethnic, social class, and

ability characteristics of students. Furthermore, cooperative learning

experiences promote more positive attitudes toward teachers, principals,

and other school personnel than do competitive and individualistic attitudes.

Cooperative learning experiences promote the greater valuing of

diversity among peers than do competitive and individualistic learning

experiences. The valuing of diversity depends on interactions occurring

within a cooperative context, students facilitating each other's achievement?

and students feeling supported and accepted. Interactions like these lead

to differentiated, tentative, and realistic views of other students,

liking for other students, and expectations for enjoyable and rewarding

interactions with them. In contrast, competitive and individualistic
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situations promote either obstructing or ignoring the efforts of classmates

to achieve goals and, therefore, lead to simplistic, fixed, and stereotyped

views of classmates, dislike or rejection, and expectations for distasteful

and unpleasant interactions.

In essence, cooperation is the only way of structuring instruction

that is consistent with the intent of mainstreaming. It does not make

sense to mainstream handicapped students into the regular classroom and

then have them compete with the other students. That does not tend to

build acceptance of differences, but'is more likely to produce increased

stereotyping and discrimination. It is equally foc 'Ash to mainstream

handicapped students into the regular classroom and have them work indivi-

dualistically, where they can be seen by nonhandicapped students, but

never integrated. This often creates the "zoo effect" of "see the handi-

capped kid" or equally bad, handicapped students may be ignored or treated

with the paternalistic care one reserves for a pet. The dynamics of the

heterogeneous, cooperative groups not only provides constructive interaction

between students, but more importantly provides a positive situation for

students to go beyond stigmatized differences and form more complete

impressions of who each other are. It is getting beyond the handicap to

the person that is vital to successful mainstreaming. It is not unusual

in our research, when we ask for sociometric choices in cooperative settings,

to find that low-achieving, learning disabled students are selected as

often as bright students as group members. When we ask students about

their choices, they often respond that they know the selected student

is not very good in math, or other sub;..,rt matter, "but he h-s a nice sense

of humor," or "she watches the clock and keeps us on time," or "he has a
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gerbil at home and so do I." The students, given the chance, tend to go

beyond the ability that the school values so highly to who the students

are as people. It is cooperation that promotes the' supportive, accepting,

and caring relationshi's that arL the essence of successful mainstreaming.

It needs to be n:ed that there is nothing "magical" about cooperative

interaction. The research on acceptance of differences and other learning

outcomes summarized in Session 4 is predominantly comparative and only
p

says that cooperation is a better alternative than competition or learning

individualistically. Integration of handicapped students into the mainstream,

and cooperative groups themselves, take some time to have effect, and in the

case of some students may take a considerable amount of time. However,

structuring students to work in heterogeneous, cooperdtive learning groups

is the teacher's "best shot" at building an effective setting for main-

strewing, and should be a part of every handicapped student's Individualized

Educational Plan.

Two other points which are important to consider concern the extent

to which cooperative groups should be used and their effects on other learning

outcomes besides acceptance of differences. As will be dealt with in

Session 4, cooperative learning has powerful effects on a variety of learning

outcomes and benefits not only mainstreaming, but benefits all students in

a classroom in a number of ways. Cooperative learning is not something

special that is done for a few handicapped students, it is something

special that is done for all students and a total classroom climate. Also,

in spite of the research support for cooperative learning, the writers believe a

fully functioning classroom is one where all three interaction patterns are

used with some appropriate (and carefully structured) competition so students
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can learn how to compete and enjoy it, win or lose, and some appropriate

individualistic learning so students can learn how to take responsibility

But th writers feel there shoDld be a predominance
for their learning, A of cooperative learning

so that students can benefit from the power of investing themselves in

each other's learning and so that students are integrated into the classroom

life regardless of their differences.

The next two sessions provide information on how to carefully structure

cooperative learning groups and teach collaborative skills. It is important

-to stress the differences between just having students work "in groups"

and carefully structuring "cooperative groups". A cooperative group will

always have positive goal interdependence where students may not like

each other initially, but are required by the structure to take an interest

in each other's learning on the cooperative task. This "sink or swim

and
together" structure is what promotes the helpl.ng A facilitating behaviors

which result in students learning to like one another. On the other hand,

as described in Session 1, a cooperative group is not one where one person

does all the work and three others say, "I'll sign anything!". A cooperative

learning group requires each student to know the material to the best of

his or her ability. There is individual accountability as a part of the

positive goal interdependence.

Interpersonal and group skills multiply the power of heterogeneous,

cooperative groups. It takes a number of social skills to exchange infor-

mation, perceive the value of diverse resources. and use the full potential

of each group member. It is not the availability of resources that most

influences achievement and other instructional outcomes in a small group

but the process of information exchange. Students need to be trained to

5i



Johnson & Johnson -49-

>attempt, actively and nonevaluatively, to understand the perspectives and

information of other group members and to apply such resources in completing

assignments. Session 5 will deal with the teaching of cooperative skills.

What About Teacher-Teacher Interaction?

Cooperative interaction will produce for teachers the same outcomes

for teachers that it produces for students;Ir A considerable amount of

data on adult learning indicate that adults are more productive, like each

other better, and generally feel more positive about their environment when

they work collaboratively (see Session 4). In order for mainstreaming to

be as successful as it can be, classroom teachers, special education teachers

and principals are going to have to work together effectively.

A useful discussion can be structured at this point between the

participants by assigning each person in the triads a perspective:

one to think about mainstreaming from the regular classroom teacher

perspective; one to approach mainstreaming from the special education

eacher's perspective; and the third to bring to the discussion the

perspective of the school administrator. Assign these roles to the

triads and ask them Lo deal wit:, the following questions:

What do you thik about the material presented in this session on

mainstreaming from your perspective?

What kinds of things could each of you do to provide the ,necessary

resources to ensure that heterogeneous, cooperative learning groups

were successfully used to appropriately mainstream handicapped

students into the regular classroom setting? What is the role each
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of you would play?

It wouldbe advantageous to have a representative of each of these .

roles in the room, if not in each group, so that the perceptions of

the participants could be tested by,an actual regular classroom

teacher, and actual special education teacher, and an actual school

administrator.

The following material on the roles of regular and special education

teachers and the school administrator could be used after discussion or

handed out to participants as homework reading. The major point on

collaboration of school staff is that regular classroom teachers do not

need to become experts in special education or the law (P.L. 94-192). They

have knowledgeable people within easy reach, the special education teachers.

It is equally certain that any teaming in a school cannot exist for long or

be effective without the support and resources of the school administrator.

Mainstreaming is greatly enhanced when collaboration exists between school

staff as well as between students in the classroom.

Initial contact between the regular classroom teacher and the special

education teacher may begin at the meeting in which the IEP's for individual

handicapped students are written. It is within this meeting that the

initial goal interdependence linking the regu1.r and special education

teacher is formed and cooperative roles begin to be developed. It is

essential that both teachers recognize the positive goal and resource

interdependence that exists as they strive with difference backgrounds for

the same learning goals for these students. Depending on the effectiveness

of the mainstreaming plan, they "sink or swim together". Some aspects of

the regular classroom teacher's role might be:
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(a) Primarily to structure learning experiences cooperative,

especially when mainstreamed, handicapped students are present

in the regular classroom setting. Make sure that the small groups

are heterogeneous, with handicapped and nonhandicapped students in

the same group.

(b) Specify student roles within the cooperative groups with special

care in the selection of the initial role for the handicapped

student. Many students being mainstreamed will be fearful and

anxious about interacting with nonhandicapped peers. Clear and

structured responsibilities within the small groups will alleviate

such feeling (i.e. recorder, summarizer, checker, etc.).

(c) To teach nonhandicapped and handicapped students the skills

of helping, tutoring, checking, and encouraging.

i(d) To make expectations of handicapped students reasonable. It

may be necessary to alter the amount of material or to change

the criteria, or give different problems or work lists, or in another

way alter the tasks to ensure a reasonable expectation for the

handicapped studOt, this is essential to the success of the

group as it does not build self confidence or group support to

assign impossible tasks. The special education teacher is an

important resource on this question.

(e) Support the collaborative relationships among the students and

the positive feeling shared by all students as they successfully

work in cooperative groups.

(f) Establish a collaborative working relationship with the special

education teacher who is also working with the mainstreamed
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student(s), and obtain the support of the principal for

the model.

Some aspects of the special education teacher's role might be:

(a) Train all students in the social skills (e.g., leadership and

communication) they need to function effectively as part of a

cooperative leraning group.

(b) Give special tutoring to collaborating pairs of students (one

handicapped and one nonhandicapped) in how to function effectively

in their cooperative learning group and to help each other to learn

more and behave appropriately.

(c) Provide the regular classroom teacher with guidelines on how

much each mainstreamed student can realistically achieve so that

group scores can be adjusted to encourage maximal achievement

and to avoid penalizing nonhandicapped students.

(d) Be available for unforeseen problems in building (and maintaining)

accepting and supportive relationships between handicapped and

nonhandicapped students.

(e) To join with the regular education teachers and to celebrate the

successes, solve the problems and appreciate each -tilers'

efforts to promote more positive and supportive relationships

among students.

Administrative support is necessary for the successful collaboration

of teachers and for the use of cooperative learning procedures to mainstream

handicapped students into regular classrooms. It is the principal who can

encourage and reward teachers for working collaboratively. It is the

principal who can make schedule changes so that two teachers can observe
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each other, co-teach a lesson, and provide in-classroom help and assistance

to each other. The principal can schedule two teachers' preparation

periods so that they can plan and evaluate together.

The principal needs (a) to understand the need for and the dynamics

of heterogeneous cooperative learning groups, and (b) to help plan for

effective collaboratton between regular and special education teachers.

Teachers must be able to involve principals in their plans so that the

needed administrative support is provided. In addition, principals need

to follow a number of rules to promote the use of cooperative learning

procedures and the collaboration of teachers.
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Summary

The central purpose of mainstreaming is to integrite handicapped

students into constructive relationships with nonhandicapped peers.

Teachers provide considerable classroom assistance to handicapped students,

but it is primarily through interactions with peers that handicapped

students learn and develop soc!ally and cognitively. At the same time,

the interactions provide important developmental experiences for nonhandi-

capped students. Not all peer relationships are constructive, however,

and the interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped students

can go either way. To be constructive, these interactions must be

characterized by acceptance, support, and caring. Only the

cooperative interaction pattern provides a context that requires these

kinds of interactions. It does not make sense to mainstream handicapped

students into classrooms dominated by competition, acceptance of differences

is not encouraged in a competitive environment. It is equally inappropriate

to mainstream students into classrooms where the is extensive individualistic

work and little or no interaction between students. It is crucial to note

that structuring learning cooperatively is not something done for the

handicapped students, it is beneficial to all students. Cooperative

instruction is based on a set of practical strategies which any teacher

can master. It does not require the classroom teacher to become an

"expert" in special education. It provides a natural way for regular and

special education teachers to work together as a team.

5/
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Session 3: How Are Cooperative Learning Activities Structured?

Objectives

1. To define both operationally and conceptually the procedures for

structuring a learning situation cooperatively.

2. To review the definition of a cooperative learning experience.

Reading Assignment

1. Learning together and alone. Chapters 4, 5, and 7.

2. Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. Cooperative learning: The power of

positive goal interdependence. In L. Lyons (Ed.), Structuring coopera-

tive learning: The 1980 handbook. New Brighton, Minnesota: J &

J Book Company, 1980.

Introduction

In the previous session we learned that cooperation is much more

than being physically near other students, discussing material with other

students, helping other students, or sharing materials with other students,

although each of these is important in cooperative learning. The essense

of cooperative learning is assigning a group goal, ensuring individual

accountability, and rewarding group members on the basis of how their

group efforts compare to a preset criteria of excellence. But teaching

a cooperative lesson involves more than just setting up a cooperative

goal structure. In this session we shall first experience a cooperative

lesson to provide a concrete rdality referent that is shared by all members

of the class, and then we shall describe the specific, step-by-step procedure

for teaching a cooperative lesson.
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Operational Definition of Teacher's Role

In order to provide students with a personal and concrete under-,.

standing of the teacher's role in conducting cooperative learning activities,

the following lesson may be conducted.

1. The objective of this lesson, is to provide students pith both a conceptual

and an operational definition of the instructional procedures for conducting

cooperative learning activities.

2. Randomly assign students to groups of six.

3. Distribute the following materials to each group:

a. Six copies of the observation sheet.

b. Six copies of the Winter Survival Situation Sheet.

c. One packet of Winter Surival Cards (15 in all).

4. Ask one member from each group to volunteer to be an observer.

Explain how to use the observation sheet to the entire class. The

observer is not to participate in the group discussion. The observer

role is to note the interaction among group members and give a report

to the group after the task is completed.

5. Explain the task by stating that the group is to rank the 15 items in

the order of their importance to the survival of the group. Explain

the goal structure by stating that each group is to decide on one ranking,

everyone is the group must agree with the ranking, and all group members

must be able .3 explain the rationale behind the ranking. Explain the

criteria for success by stating that a score between 0 and 35 means

that the group has done an excellent job and all members will survive

in style; a score of 36 to 50 means that all members will survive but

with severe frostbite; a score of 51-65 means that only two of Lhe

5 ',)
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5. continued) group members survive; and a score of 66 and above means

that all group members perished. (Scoring is done by summing the

absolute differences between the group's ranking and the expert's

ranking.) Explain that the expected pattern of student-student inter-

action is that all students are expected to share their ideas, encourage

others to share their ideas, listen carefully to the reasona given by

fellow group members as to why an item should be ranked high or low, and

argue for their point of view without changing their minds unless logically

persuaded to do so.

6. Instruct the groups to deal out-the cards until each member has three

items (the observer does not get any). Set the scene by stating that

the group has just crash landed in Northern Minnesota or Southern Manitoba

and need to work out a plan for survival. Tell the groups to begin work.

7. This winter survival lesson is taken from the group skills book, Joining

together: Group theory and group' skills (Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975) by

David W. Johnson and Frank Johnson. More detailed instructions are found

in that book.

8. Move around the room and assist the observers in getting started.

Systematically observe each group for a few minutes.

9. After about 40 minutes give students a 5 minute warning. Then ask

each group to stop work. Share the expert's ranking and explain how

to score their ranking (see Joining together for the rationale for

the expert's ranking).

10. Ask each group to discuss the question, "How well did we work as a

cooperative group?" They are to use the data gathered by the observer

as a major (but not the only) resource for this discussion. You may

wish to give a few of your observers to the entire class.
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WINTER SURVIVAL EXERC*3E: THE SITUATION

You have just crash-landed in the woods of Northern Minnesota and

Southern Manitoba. It is 11:32 a.m. in mid-January. The light plane in

which you were travelling has completely burned except for the fraiLe. The

pilot and copilot have been killed, but no one else is seriously injured.

The crash ca7e suddenly before the pilot had time to radio for help

or inform an:,one of y,)ur position. Since your pilot was trying to avoid

a storm you know the plane was considerably off course. The piloc announced

shortly before the crash that you were SO miles northwest of a small town

that is the nearest known habitation.

You are in a wilderness area made up of thick woods bre::en by many

lakes and rivers. 11.e last weather report indicated that the temperature

would reaeL t.eaty-five degrees in the daytime and minus forty at

night. You arc dred in wi_ter clothing appropriate for city -- suits,

pantsuits, street shes, and overcoats.

Whiie escaping from the plane your group e,a1vaged the fifteen

on -..he next Your task is to rank these items according to

their importance to your survival.

You may assume that the number is the same as the number in your group

and that thL, group has agreed to stick together.

Reprinted from: Johnson, D. W. & Johnson, F. P. Joining together: Group
theory and group skills. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: PrenticeHall,
Inc., 1975.
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Observation Sheet

Contributes Ideas

Describes Feelings

Paraphrases

Expresses Support, Acceptance

Expresses Warmth, Liking

Encourages Others To Contribute

Summarizes

Coordinates Members' Efforts

Relieves Tension By Joking

Gives Direction To Group's Work

Trusting m 1, 2; Trustworthy-Acceptance - 3, 4, 5; Trustworthy Reciprocation - 1, 2

Leadership-Task- 1, 2, 7, 8, 10; Leadership-Maintenance - 3, 4, 5, 6, 9

Communication 1, 2, 3 (and technically, all the rest)

Directions for use: A. Put names of group members above each column.

B. Put a tally mark in the appropriate box each time a group
member contributes.

C. Make notes on the back when interesting things happen which
are not captured by the categories.

D. It is a good idea to collect one (or more) good things that
each group member does during the exercize.
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Put the following Items on cards so that each group can have a set of

fifteen cards which represent the items saved from the airplane.

Compress Kit (with 28 feet of gause)

Ball of steel wool

Cigarette lighter (without fluid)

Loaded .45-Caliber pistol

Newspaper (one per person)

Compass

Two ski poles

Knife

Sectional air map made of plastic

30 feet of rope

Family-size chocolate bar (one per person)

Flashlight with batteries

Quart of 85-proof whisky

Extra shirt and pants for each survivor

Can of shortening

6 3
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11. Give a short lecture on the teaching procedure: in conducting a coopera-

tive lesson, using examples from the experience the students just went

through.

Structuring Cooperative Learning

A brief summary of th, *tacher's role in cooperatively structured

lessons is as follows.

1. As far as possible, specify the instructional objectives.

2. Select the group size most appropriate for the lesson. With young

students the size of the group may need to be two or three members.

6 ti
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2. (continued) With older students larger groups are possible. The

optimal size of a cooperative group will vary 'according to the

resources needed to complete the lesson or project (the larger the

group the greater the resources available), the cooperative skills

of group members (the less skillful the group members, the smaller

the group should be), and the nature of the task.

3. Assign students to groups. Usually, teachers will wish to maximize

the heterogeneity in the group. Random assignment usually ensures

a good mixture of males and females, highly verbal and passive

students, leaders and followers, and enthusiastic and reluctant

learners. And sometimes teachers may wish to group stUdents around

their interests. Teachers may often teachers may wish to assign

students to groups so that students high, low, and average in past

achievement are in the same group.

4. Arrange the classroom. Teachers will with to cluster the groups of

students so that they will not interfer with each other's learning.

Within the groups students should be able to see the relevant materials,

converse with each other, and exchange materials and ideas. Usually

a circle is best, and long tables should be avoided.

5. Provide the appropriate materials. When students are first learning

how to cooperate, or when some students are having problems in contri-

buting to the group's work, teachers may wish to arrange the materials

like a jig-saw puzzle and give each group member one piece. A group,

for example, could be writing a report on Abe Lincoln, with each

member having material on a different part of his life. In order for

the report to be completed, all group members will have to contribute

their material and ensure it is incorporated into the group's report.
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6. Explain the task and the cooperative goal structure. pie task may .

be the successful completion of an assignment in math, science,

language arts, or social studies. To explain the cooperative goal

structure teachers will need to communicate that there is a group

goal, a criteria-referenced evaluation system, and all group members

will be rewarded on the basis of the quality of the group's work.

7. Observe the student-student interaction. Just because the teacher

asks students to cooperate with each other does not mean that they

will always do so. Much of the teacher's time in cooperative .

learning situations is spent observing student groups to see what

problems they are having in fucntioning cooperatively. Fo.17 specific

procedures for observing, and for specific observation instructions,

see Johnson and R. Johnson (1975) and Johnson and F. Johnson (1975).

8. Intervene as a consultant to help the group solve its problems in

working together effectively and to help group members learn the

interpersonal and group skills necessary for cooperating. These

skills are detailed in Johnson (1978, 1981) and in Johnson and F.

Johnson (1975),- along with activities to be used in teaching the

skills.

9. Evaluate the group products, using a criteria-referenced evaluation

system. Both individual and group data should be gathered in order

for groups to know when to give help and assistance to individual

members. The procedures for setting up and using such an evaluation

system are giveA in Johnson and R. Johnson (1975).

6



I

Johnson & Johnson -64-

Cooperative Learning and Social Skills

Generally, the longer students are in school and the older they become

the more competitive they get and the greater the difficulty they have in

interacting cooperatively with peers. In most cases, when teachers first

place students in cooperatively learning groups the students will not be

able to work together effectively. Social skills, like all other skills,

need to be purposively taught. There are two options for teaching students

the interpersonal and small group skills they need to work effectively in

learning groups: adding additional classes that focus on interpersonal

skills such as communication skills or integrating the skills into the pro-

cedures for learning academic subject matter such as math, science, social

studies, and English. It is the latter approach that is emphasized by

cooperatively learning activities. The specific interpersonal and. group
/71

skills students need to function effectively in cooperative learning groups

are detailed in'Johnson (1978, 1981) and Johnson and F. Johnson (1975).

6/
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Group Discussion

1. Instruct students to form into groups of four.

2. Tell studentsrto develop a'set of.conclusions as to what they have

learned about structuring cooperative learning activities from their

experiencing the lesson, their pretest experiences, their reading,

the lecture, and teir past experiences with cooperative learning.

There should be one list of conclusions from each group with all

members agreeing with the-conclusions.

3. Sample the conclusions found by the groups, perhaps by having each

group state their first one or two conclusions.

Summary

It is now somewhat clear ss the the nature of cooperative learning

experiences and how they are structured. The next session will focus

on students applying what they have learned to a specific lesson they plan

to teach someday.
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Session 4: Planning A Cooperatively Structured Lesson

Objectives

1. To ensure that students can competently plan a cooperatively structured

lesson.

2. To revIew the teacher's role in structuring cooperative learning

activities.

Reading Assignment

1. Learning together and alone. Chapters 8 and 9.

2. Selected lesson plans from:

Chasnoff, R. (Ed.). Structuring cooperative learning: The 1979

handbook. New Brighton, Minn.: J & J Book Company, 1979.

Lyons, V. (Ed.). Structuring cooperative learning: The 1980 handbook.

New Brighton, Minn.: J & J Book Company, 1980.

Introduction

The last session focused on the procedures used to structure a learning

situation cooperatively. The purpose of this session is to aTiely the

material on the teacher's role by planning a lesson you plan to teach

in the near future. The material in this session has a dual purpose.

It can be used by you in planning cooperatively structured lessons related

to this module and other material you are teaching, and it can be used with

your students as a "translation" of the material from the previous session

to a lesson they could teach.
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Student Pretest

1. Randomly place students in pairs.

2. Give the pretest, instructing students to:

a. Discuss'each question as a pair.

b. Arrive at one answer to each question.

c. Make sure both members thethe pair agree on each answer and

understand the rationa / e behind the answer.

3. Have the pairs combine int? groups of four and repeat the procedure,

deciding on one answer for each question for the group of four, and

making sure thdt all members of the group agree on the answers.

///
1. A group of studentsAs assigned the task of investigating and evaluating

several different methods of making_ .sugar cookies. Each student studies

one method and re/ports to the rest of the group. The group then conducts

try-outs. Everyone has a great time taste-testing the products, discussing

the relative merits of each, and examining what differences in methods

produces different results. At the conclusion of the activity, each student

writes a report on the experiment and is graded on the report. What, if

anything, was inappropriate to the cooperative goal structure?

a. Nothing was inappropriate.

b. The division of labor.

c. The sharing of information.

d. The method of evaluation.

e. Eating the cookies in class.
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2. The',purpose of a goal structure is to:

a. Make teaching easier. .

b. Help teachers establish good rapport with students.

c. Create pos.tive, negative, or no interdependence among students.

d. Give students a variety of ways to learn.

answer the following questions either true (T) or false (F).

3. Cooperative learning groups should have at least seven members.

4. The smaller the group, the less resources available within the group.

5. Cooperative learning groups should be as homogeneous as possible.

6. Within cooperative groups students should be somewhat far apart

so that they do not interfer with each other's thinking.

7. Giving each student part of the materials needed to complete an

assignment is a good way to promote cooperative interaction among

students.

8. A teacher should observe the cooperative groups to rAke ;pure that

they are in fact members are interacting appropriately.

9. Groups that are not functioning well should be ignored by the teacher.
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Planning A Cooperative Lesson

1. Assign students to homogeneous groups of three or four members. Future

first-grade teachers should be together, future junior-high social

studies should be together, and so forth.

2. Distribute one copy of the "Teacher's Role in Cooperation" and

"Cooperative Lesson Worksheet" to each student.

3. Instruct'each Troup to select a lesson that one or more members will

teach in the near future. The lesson should be routine, not an unusual

or rarely taught lesson.

4. Instruct each group to make the four preinstructional decisions concerning

group size, how students are to be assigned to groups, room arrangement,

and the materials needed for each group.

5. Instruct each group to set the lesson. Emphasize positive goal interde-

pendence and individual accountability.

6. Instruct each group to plan how monitoring and processing will take

place during the lesson.

7. Instruct each group to try to anticipate what problems students will

have working together effectively and what interventions the teacher

may make to solve such problems.

8. Instruct each group to plan how to evaluate the achievement and group

functioning of their students.

9. While the groups are working circulate throughout the room, observing

each group for a period of time and gathering information about group

functioning to be shared in the class discussion of their experience.

10. Ask each group to share part of its lesson plan with the entire class.

7
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The Teacher's Role in Cooperation

Step 1. Select'a lesson.

What about spelling?, a page of story problems ?; editing a paragraph?,
comprehension questions?, a science lab activity?

Step 2. Make decisions.

Select the croup size.

This will vary according to the resources you need in the group, the
skills of the students in working in groups, and the needs of the task.
Experiment and find out what size works in your situation.

Amiga students to mom.

Heterogeneous groups have the potential for the most power. Differences
. among group members make the group function.

Arrange the classroom.

Chairs and desks should be arranged in small cluster arrangements. Groups
should be separated from each other.as much as possible.

Provide the appropriate materials.

Each group can have a set of materials or each group member can have
different materials which relate to the task.

Step 3. Set the lesson.

State, in language your students understand:

a. a clear and specific task statement,
b. the group goal (positive-interdependence),
c. the criteria for success as a group,
d. specific behaviors expected, (i.e., everyone participating, staying

in group, good listening skills).

Step 4. Monitor and process.

Be sure you always monitor. If appropriate, use other observers (students,
other teachers) as well. Be sure to clarify:

a. the way observers will know that a group member is evidencing an
expected behavioA,

b. who will observe, and the observation form that will be msed,
c. the way data will be fed back to students.

Step 5. Intervene to solve problems and teach skills.

There will be problems. Stop the students and teach them the skills you
see them needing. Turn problems back to the group to solve; act as a
consultant.

Step 6. Evaluate outcomes.

Each student gets the grade their group received. Remember you are
evaluating how well they learned the material or accomplished the task and
how well they helped each other. It is also a good idea to make notes about
students of special interest, and to suggest ways to improve the lesson next time.
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Cooperative Lesson Worksheet

Subject Area:

Step 1. Select a lesson:

Step 2. Make Decisions.

a. Group size:

b. Assignment to groups:

c. Room arrangement:

d. Materials needed for each group:

Step 3. Set the lesson. State, in language your students understand:

a. Task statement:

b. Group goal:

c. Criteria for success:

d. Specific behaviors expected:

Step 4. Monitor and Process

a. Evidence of expected behaviors (appropriate actions):

b. Observation form:

Observer(s):

c. Plans for processing (feedback):
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Group Discussion

1. Randomly assign students to groups of four.

2. Tell students to develop a set of conclusions as to what they have

learned about structuring cooperative learning activities from their

planning.

3. Sample the conclusions found by the groups, perhaps by having each

group state their first one or two conclusions.

Summary

It is now (hopefully) clear as to the nature of cooperative learning

experiences and how they may be structured. The next lesson will explo're the

research support for using cooperative learning activities in the classroom.

73
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Session 5: What Is the Rationale for Structuring Learning Cooperatively?

Objectives

1. Provide students with the research evidence concerning the relationship

between cooperatively structured learning and instructional outcomes.

2. Model a cooperative lesson utilizing a division of labor within the

cooperative group.

Reading Assignment

1. Learning together and alone. Chapter 2 and Appendix A.

2. Johnson, D. W. Group processes: Influences of student-student inter-

action on school outcomes. In J. McMillan (Ed.), The social psychology

of school learning. New York: Academic Press, 1980, 123-168.

Introduction

The way in which teachers structure student learning goals determines

how students interact with each other. These interaction patterns largely

determine the cognitive and affective outcomes of instruction. Each goal

structure promotes a different pattern of interaction among students.

Cooperation provides opportunities for encouraging and helping among students,

competition promotes cautious and defensive student-student interaction,

while in individualistic situations students work by themselves without

interacting with other students. There are a number of instructional

outcomes that are directly influenced by these student-student interaction

patterns. The following lesson is both an example of how to conduct a

cooperative lesson and a way for students to learn how the three goal

structures affect student-student interaction patterns and instructional

outcomes.
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Student Pretest

1. Randomly place students in pairs.

2. Give the pretest, instructing students to

a. Discuss each question as a pair.

b. Arrive at one answer to each question.

c. Make sure both members of the pair agree on each answer and

understand the rationale behind the answer.

3. Have the pairs combine into.groups of four and repeat the procedure,

deciding on one answer for each question for the group of four, and

making sure that all members of the group agree on the answers.

Indicate whether the following interaction patterns are promoted primarily

by cooperative (1), competitive (2), and individualistic (3) goal structures.

1. High interaction among students.

2. Misleading communication about the material being studied.

3. No interaction among students.

4. Low mutual influence among students.

5. High trust among students.

6. High sharing of materials and helping each other learn.

7. Obstruction of each other's efforts to learn.

8. High emotional involvement in the learning of the assigned material.

9. High divergent thinking and risk-taking thinking.

10. "Win-lose" method of solving conflicts.

11. High acceptance, personal support for learning, and liking among students.

12. Low coordination of effort among stu,'ents.

13. High motivation to learn.

14. Low exchange of information among students.

7)
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Instructional Outcomes Lesson

1. The objectives of this lesson are to demonstrate a cooperative lesson

using a division of labor and to maximize students' mastery of the

research literature on goal structures.

2. Randomly assign students to groups of six.

3. State that the group task is to complete one report on the relative

effects of cooperative, competitive, and individualistic learning

experiences on instructional outcomes. The group report will be

evaluated on the basis of:

8
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3. (continued) on the basis of:

a. How well conceptualized and organized the report is (0 to 20 points).

b. Flow well documented with research each major conclusion contained in

the report is (0 to 20 points).

c. How ,qell written the report is (0 to 20 points).

d. The extent to which the contributions of all group members aile

reflected in the report (0 to 20 points).

e. The degree to which all group members have mastered all the material

contained in the report (0 to 20 points).

Members of groups who receive 80 points or more will receive an "A,"

members of groups who receive 70 to 79 points will receive a "B," and

members of groups who receive 60 to 69 points will receive a "C."

4. State that the group's report is to be built through a division of labor

that contains the following steps:

a. Each student is assigned one of the following silt topics:

1. Achievement and exchange of information.

2. Motivation to learn and emotional involvement in learning

(attitudes toward learning and degree of desire to participate

in the instructional experience).

3. Perspective-taking and internal locus of control.

4. Self-esteem and psychological health.

5. Liking for other students and for school personnel.

6. Feelings of being accepted and supported by peers and school

personnel.

7
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4. b. Each student is to find the relevant information in the readings,

organize it, learn it, and teach it to the other members of his or

her group.

c. The group is to learn the material contributed by each member and

integrate it all into one report.

5. Give the students time to work on the assignment in class. While the groups

work unobtrusively observe. for both deficits in both academic and cooperative

skills. Give help where you think it is needed; respond to studers'

questions but, whenever feasible, turn the questions back to the group

for the group to answer. Occasionally, randomly pick a student from the

group to explain the information gathered by another member of the group.

This is to remind students that all group members must master all the

information contained in the report. ;

6. When a group has a problem in working together successfully, intervene to

teat them the needed academic or cooperative skills.

7. Evaluate each report on how it compares to the criteria for excellence

outlined above.

8. Conduct a class discussion of the relative impact of cooperative, competi-

tive, and individualistic learning experiencea on instructional outcomes.

Have each group share its major conclusions and reservations about the

research in a whole class discussion.
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The Importance Of Cooperative Learning Experiences

The importance of, cooperative learn,ing experiences goes beyond improving

instruction, increasing student achievement, and making life easier and /

more productive for teachers, although these are worthwhile activities. /

Cooperation is as basic to humans as the air we breath. The ability of/

all students to cooperate with other people is the keystone to building

and maintaining stable families, career success,neighborhood and community

membership, important values and beliefs, friendships, and contributions

to society. Knowledge and skills are of no use if the student cannot apply

them in cooperative interaction with other eo 1 . It does no good to train

an engineer, secretary, accountant, teacher, or mechanic, if the person

does,not have the cooperative sk lls needed to apply the knowledge and tech-

nical skills in cooperative rel ionship3 on the job, in the family and

community, and with friends. T e most logical way to emphasize the use

of cooperative skills in task situations is to structure the majority of

academic learning situations cooperatively. Students can then learn technical

knowledge and skills in a realistic setting by having to work cooperatively

with their classmates. There is nothirt_g more basic than learning to use

one's knowledge in cooperative interaction with peers.
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Summary

When teachers wish to promote positive interaction among'students

(characterized by'peer acceptance, support, an.. liking; student-student

exchange of information; motivation to learn; and emotional involvement

/

in learning), a cooperative goal structure, should be used and competitive

and individualistic goal structures should be avOideth The emphasis on

cooperative learning experiences not only will create the supportive, accepting,

and caring relationships vital for,socialization, it will also promote the
.1

achievement, perspective-taking ability, self-esteem, psychological health,

liking for diverse and similar peers, and positive attitudes toward school

personnel. There is a solid research base to support the emphasis on

cooperative learning in mainstreaming situations and in classrooms where

basic skills are being emphasized. This evidence makes the previoussessio4s

on the nature of cooperative learning and how to structure cooperative

learning situations all the more important. What is left for the next

session to to put everything you (the students) have learned about coopera-

tive learning.
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Session 6: What Have We Learned?

Objectives

1. To integrate and summarize what students have learned about cooperative

learning experiences in the previous five sessions.

2. To provide termination of the unit.

Reading Assignment

1. Learning together and alone. Chapters 8, 9, and 10.

2. Selected lesson plans from the 1979 and 1980 Handbooks on Structuring

Cooperative Learnin&.

3. Sapon-Shevin, M. Cooperative instructional games: Alternatives to

the spelling bee. Elementary School Journal, 1978, 79, 81-87.

Introduction

Wc. have now explored the definition of a cooperative learning experi-

ence, the relationship between cooperative learning and successful main-

S

streaming, the procedures used to structure cooperative learning, and

the research support underlying its use. It is now time to summarize

what we have learned in and how we are reacting to the material in this

unit.
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Summarizing What We Have Learned

1. Assign students randomly to gro -f five.

2. Assign students the following tasks:

a. Summarize the major points they have learned about cooperative

learning.

b.. Summarize the problems they see with their trying to use coopera-

tive procedures in their future classrooms.

c. Determine the extent to which each group member plans to use

cooperative learning procedures in their future classrooms.

3. State that they tasks are cooperative. The groups are to reach their

conclusions by consensus, ensuring that all group members contribute

to the discussion.

3. Make a list of the major problems the students see in their implementa-

tion of cooperative learning procedures.

4. Ask each group to take one or two of the problems and build three

solutions to each. The solutions are to be shared with the class

as a whole.

5. Have the groups state what problems they choose to solve and the

solutions they came up with.

6. Have the groups summarize what they have learned about cooperative

learning procedures during this unit.

..... ^. i
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chapter 4
Group Processes:
Influences of StudentStudent
Interaction on School Outcomes

DA V ID W. JOHNSON

INTRODUCTION: IMPORTANCE OF
STUDENTSTUDENT RELATIONSHIPS

. The classroom is first and foremost a scene of recurrent interper-
sonal interactions where a teacher and 30 or so students all interact with one
another. Traditionally, educators and psychologists have viewed the interac-
tion between the teacher and the student as the most important relationship
for achieving the school's goals of subject matter mastery, socialization, and
intellectual, social, and physical development. This view has been based on
three ,ssumptions. The first is that teaching and learning take place in a
dyadic rel..tionship between an adult and a child. Students' learning has
been assumed to be primarily dependent on interaction with the teacher
and, therefore, considerable research (as evidenced in Chapter 3) has fo-
cused on the teacher's (a) expectations of the student's ability to perform on
academic tasks; (h) warmth, empathy, and democraticness in dealing with
the studat; (c) distribution of reinforcers to students for achievement and
appropriate sot ial behavior; and (d) feedback to the student concerning
achievement and appropriate behavior. 1 he second assumption has been
that peer relationships in the classroom have little impact on 11w student and,
therefore, should he ignored. And the third assumption has been that the
infrequent and minor peer influences that do exist in the classroom are an
unhealthy and bothersome influence on students' achievement, sot laliza-
tion, and development. Peer influent es have been viewed as being in
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opposition to adult influences, aimed at discouraging academic achieve-
ment and encouraging off-task, disruptive behavior in the classroom.

Because of these three assumptions, student - student relationships have
generally been suppressed in the classroom rather than constructively
utilized. Most legitimate peer-group interaction in schools has been limited
to extracurricular activities, which rarely deal with the basic issues of
classroom life (Mc Rutland, 1977). In many classrooms a system of instruc-
tion is used that emphasizes teacher lectures and students doing seatwork
individually. Attempts by students to interact with each other are seen as
on-task disruptiveness in such a system. Moreover, educators systematically
tail to train students in the most basic social skills necessary for interacting
effet lively with peers, as they are not considered to be useful (Combs &
slaby, 1977). Without question, the dyadic, adult-child view of teaching
and learning has lead to. a deemphasis on student-student interaction and
ielationships in the classroom.

1 he assumption by psychologists that the most ;mportant relationships
t hilclrecl twin ale with adults such as parents and teachers has so dominated
that between the 1930s and the 1970s relatively few studieswere conducted
examining the impact of peer relationships on development and achieve-
ment. From both a psychoanalytic and Piagetian point of view, peer rela-
tionships v ere thought to he unimportant and, therefore, the study of chil-
dren's early sot ial behavior was directed toward child-parent interaction,
tvtc tally child-mother relationships (Lewis & Rosenblum, 1975). Psy-
hoanalytik theor emphasizes that children's early social experiences form

the untext for later social development and, therefore, that their social
relationships are all greatly influenced by their interaction with their mothers
and fathers. 1 he infant-mother dyad is considered so important that other

ielahonships are considered to be derivatives and are neglected or
ruff considervii all. Piagetian theory views cognitive-structural calm( ices
tit the young t hill as restricting the child's social behavior. Thus, for com-
plex sot tat behav ior to octur, a person old enough to be capable of control-
ling and manipulating the dynamics of the relationship needs to be present

. an adults. I-he view that children lack the cognitive faculties that are
ing tNsary for social interaction results in the restriction of the study of early
( luta- peer relationships. The aspects of the psychoanalytic and the Pito.-
nan theories that cieemphasize the miportance of peer relationships in
ileelopment and socialization, however, are now being vigorously
questioned.

The dyadic, adult -child view of teat hint; and learning is grossly over-
emplified when the power of social dynamics among students that occur
toplarl., in the c la,,Nroom are taken into consideration (Schmuck, 1978).
1VIR.reas lassroom teachers do interact frequently with individual stuuents,
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virtually all of the teacher's classroom behavior occurs within the context of

the student-peer group. A student responding to a teacher's directive, for

example, does so while being aware of and influenced by the feelings,

attitudes, and relationships shared with the student-peer group. A teacher's

statements and actions are received by students in the context of their

relationships with other students.

In the classroom the influences resulting from student-student relation-

ships have more powerful effects on achievement, socialization, and de-

velopment than any other factor. Yet the importance and power of peer

interaction in the classroom are often ignored. In this chapter the impact of

student-student
relationships on achievement, appropriate behavior, and

general socialization and development will be discussed. Secondly, the

critical group dynamic variables teachers and educators can control that will

ensure that constructive peer relationships are utilized for achievement,

appropriate behavior, cognitive and social development, and general

socialization will he covered.

CONSEQUENCES AND CORRELATES
OF PEER RELATIONSHIPS

Experiences with peers are not superficial luxuries to be enjoyed by

some students and not by others. Student-student relationships are an

absolute net t'ssity for healthy cognitive and social development and social-

ization. In tat t, social interactions with peers may bra the primary relation-

ships in whit h development and so; alization take place (Lewis &

Rosenblum, 1975). There are many important ways in which student-

student interaction contributes to the cognitive and social development and

general socialization of children and adolescents, such as by:

1 Contributing to the socializatiop of values, attitudes, competencies, and

ways of perceiving the world.

2. Being plognostie indicators of future psychological health.

1. lea( Bing the social competencies necessary to reduce social isolation.

4. Influent ink; the occurrence or nonoccurrence of potential problem be-

haviors in adolescence such as the use of illegal drugs.

5. Providing the context in which children learn to master aggressive im-

pulses.
6. Contributing to the development of sex-role identity.

7. Contributing to the emergence of perspet tive-taking

h. Influencing educational aspirations and at hievement.

9u
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Each of these toifsequences and correlates of peer relationships will be
discussed in this chapter.

Socializjng Influences

There is considerable evidence that peer relationships are of central
importance in the socialization of the child, providing expectations, models,
and reinforcements that shape a wide variety of social behaviors, attitudes,
and perspectives (Hartup, 1976; Johnson & Johnson, 1978; Wahler, 1967).
Schmuck (1971) states that peers constitute the immediate environr it as
well as the environment of greatest impact for students in school. r. , the
basis of his review of the literature he concludes that compared to interac-
tions with teachers, interactions with peers are more frequent, intense and
varied. In their interactions with peers, children and adolescents directly
learn attitudes, values, andinformation unobtainable from adults, such as
the nature of sexual relations and how they are to be developed and
managed with peers. In their interactions with each other children and
ac lolescenfSiinitare each other's behavior and identify with friends who have
admired ompetencies. The way in which "ingroup" messages are phrased,
the nature of c lollies and hair styles, the music valued, what is defined as
enjoyable and what is defined as distasteful, what competencies need to be
practiced and developed, and so forth, are all based on ident.fication with
and imitation of peers. In their interaction with peers, children rind adoles-
cents tr out, practice, and perfect social roles. Young children may play
house, fire department, and a variety of other adult career roles; older
luldien may experiment with various ways in which to be a friend; and

adolescents may practice social roles aimed at obtaining acceptance into
desired peer groups. Through practicing social roles in their relationships
with peers, students have the opportunity for paced, slowly elaborating,
enlargement of communicative, aggressive, defensive, and cooperative
kills. The formation of relationships with peers, furthermore, not only

promotes the values, attitudes, competencies, and perspectives needed to
manage productively the challenges of adulthood but also creates coalitions
that may last into adulthood to the benefit of children and their friends -
partners

f he socialization importance of peers does not end during adolescent e.
several studies have demonstrated that peers greatly influence the adoption
uul internalization of values and attitudes by college students (Cl ic kenng,
I'M. Newt. di., 1970, 1971; Vreeland & Bidwell, 1965; Wallace,
',tiro. 1 ,1cy t 197M found that frequency 01 interaction with peers was not ,t

,unic lent Lk for to *flied the values of college students. For peers to be an
important influence on the internalization of values and attitudes, the c on-
iont of the mimic lion had to be relevant to the value dimension anti
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had to be generally satisfied with and responsive to their fellow students.

friends have ao important impact on values throughout one's life.
While much 'Of the evidence indicating that peer relationships are vital

and important for socialization is correlational, it is consistent in indicating
considerable peer influence on socialization and development.

Indicators of Future Psychological
Health

The ability to build and maintain interdependent, cooperative relation-

ships is often cited as a primary manifestation of psychological health (Adler

et al., 1956; Fromm-Reichmann, 1950; Johnson & Matross,.1977; Jung &

DeLaszlo, 1959; May, 1969; Murray, 1951; Sullivan, 1953). It is no surprise,

therefore, that several studies have found a relationship between (a) poor

peer relations in children and (b) destructive social conduct in adolescence

and psychological pathology in adulthood. Kohn and Clausen (1955) found

that a much higher percentage of adults diagnosed as psychotic were socially

isolated as children than were a normal control s; nple. Roff (1961), in a

study of servicemen who had formerly been patients in a child-guidance
clinic, found that men receiving "bad conduct" discharges were more
frequently rated_ by their childhood counselors as having poor peer adjust-

ment than were men with successful service records, Roff (1963), in a study

of adult males who were seen as children in child-guidance clinics, found

that poor peer relationships were predictive of adult neurotic and psyc hotic

disturbances of a variety of types, as well as disturbances in sexual behavior

and adjustment.
Cowen and his associates (1973) found that poor peer adjustment in the

third grade was an excellent predictor of emotional difficulties in early
adulthood. They accumulated a variety of measures on the e hildren, includ-

ing IQ scores, school grades, achievement test results, school attendance

re«ds, teacher ratings, and peer ratings. Eleven years later, community

mental health registers were examined to locate whit h members of the

sample were consulting a mental health professional. Of all the measures

secured in the third grade, the best predictor of adi It mental health status

was the peer rating. Rolf, Sells, and Golden (1972) found a significant

correlation between childhood peer acceptance and delinquency in adoles-

( Among upperlower-dass and mkldle-class males, delinquency rates

we higher among children NA ho were nu! accepted by their peers than

among those who were Among lower -class males, both highly accepted

and highly 'ejected childwo had higher delinquency rates than did those

who weie iliodei (tidy accepted by peers, but individual cast' re( cads

suggested that the ultimate sou l,tl adjustment of the peera« epted c lulu lien

would be better than the rule( led MR'S. /011 ,11111 his associates noted,

9.)
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furthermore, that no evidence exists to contradict the hypothesis. that peer
relations play a central role in psychological development. Finally, Johnson
and Norem-115..beisen (1977) found that adolescents oriented toward indi-
vidualism and separation from peers displayed high levels of psycho44cal
pathology. ti

There is considerable correlational evidence, therefore, that poor pee
relationships in elementary school predicts psychological disturbance in
high school, and poor peer relationships in both elementary and high school
predict adult psychological pathology.

Acquiring Social Competencies

T here is some evidence that social isolation is related to a lack of social
«impetencies. There is also evidence that constructive interaction with
peers increases children's social skills. Children identified as social isolates
in preschool situations tend to be deficient in leadership skills (Kohn &
Rosman, 1972) and tend to not elicit reactions from other children (Ranlzy
& (-Amman, 1976). Koch (1935) identified seven distinctly unsocial children
along with seven matched control children, For 30 minutes mach day for 20
days, each "experimental child "was removed from the nursery along with
one sociable child of the subject's own age and surrounded with play
materials believed to stimulate cooperative play. The published reports are
incomplete, but "changes in the direction of increased sociability were
cumulative throughout the investigation (Page, 19361." Furman, Rahe,
and Hartup (in press) conducted a similar study in which they identified
preschool children who were social isolates, paired them with a same-age or
younger peer, and placed them in a playroom with toys aimed at stimulating
cooperative play fur ten play sessions. The socially withdrawn children were
then observed in their regular classroom. The cooperative play significantly
increased the frequency of social interaction of the withdrawn children,
especially for those chiidren who were paired with a younger peer. In
addition, the withdrawn children positively reinforced their peers much
more frequently, giving help and gifts, sharing, accepting guidance and
suggestions, and engaging in cooperative play. The researchers concluded
that the play sessions provided an opportunity for the isolates to have
experiences that occurred infrequently in the regular classroom, such as
Mein); socially assertive by directing social activity.

Occurrence of Illegal Drug Use

Ad:.lest ants' peer groups and friends seem to have considerable intlu-
enc on drug use patterns as well as on other problem Or possible transition
behaviors. Thew 15 considerable correlational evidence indicating that
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whether or not adolescents engage in the use, of illegal drugs such as
marihuana or engage in other problem or possible transition behaviors such
as sexual intercourse and problem drinking is highly related to perceptions

/ of one's friends as engaging in and being approving of the behaviors (Becker,
1953, 1955; Elseroad & Goodman, 1970; Goode, 1970; Jessor, 1975; lessor,
Jessor, & Finney, 1973; Johnson, 1973; lohnston, 1973; Josephson, 1974;
Kandel, 1975; Lavenhar et al., 1972). The correlational nature of-this evi-
dence supports the position that providing adolescents with peers and
friends who do engage in and disapprove of problem behaviors such as the
use of illegal drugs may have considerable influence on adolescents' be-
havior.

Managing Agressive Impulses

Children learn to master aggressive impulses within the context of peer
relations (Hartup, 1978). Peer interaction provides an opportunity to exper-
iment aggressively with co-equals, and it is as. .,mod that children who show
Generalized hostility and unusual modes of aggressive behavior, or children
who are unusually timid in the presence of aggressive attack, may be lacking
exposure to certain kinds of contacts with peers such as rough-and-tumble
play. Rough- and tumble play seems to promote the acquisition of a reper-
toire of effective aggressive behaviors and also establishes necessary regu-
latory mechanisms for modulating aggressive affect. Aggression occurs more
frequently in child-child interaction than in adult-child interaction in many
different cultures (Whiting & Whiting, 1975), and observational studies in
the United States show clearly that feedback from peers escalates and

deescalates rates of aggression among nursery school children (Patterson,
Littman, & Bicker, 1967; Patterson & Cobb, 1971).

Socializing Sex-Role Identity

Hartup (1978) notes that although gender-typing first occurs in interac-

tions between the child and its parents (Money & Ehrhardt, 1972), the peer

culture extends and elaborates this process. Fagot and Patterson (1969)
found that social rewards are exchanged within the peer culture .according

to the gender-appropriateness of the child's behavior. Furthermore,
Kobasigawa (1968) found that peer models also contribute to the formation
of appropriate sexual attitudes. Kinsey, Pomeroy, and Martin (1948) noted
that sexual experimentation is pervasive in child-child interactions and

must be seen as contributing positively rather than negatively to socializa-
tion. Rolf (1966) has shown that adults who are arrested for committing
crimes of sexual assault or who have disturbances in sexual adjustment have
histories of peer rejection and social isolation. As Hartup (1976) has so aptly

9.
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stated, if parents Were to he given sole responsibility for the socialization of
sexuality, tumulus would not survive as a species.

Acquiring Perspective-Taking Abilities

It is through interaction with peers that children develop the ability to
view situations and problems from perspectives other than their own (Piaget,
1932). Perspective-taking is one of the most critical competencies for cogni-
tive and social development as it has been found to be related fo effective
presentation of information, effective comprehension of information, the
constructive resolutiowof conflicts, willingness to disclose information on a
personal level, effective group problem-solving, cooperativeness, positive
.attitudes toward others within the same situation, autonomous moral judg-
ment, intellectual and cognitive judgment, intellectual and cognitive
development, and social adjustment (Johnson, 1975, 1980a). Social
perspectivetaking maybe defined as the ability to understand how a situa-
tion appears to another person and how that person is reacting cognitively
and emotionally to the situation. The opposite of perspective-taking is
egocentric. n, the embecidedness in one's own viewpoint to the extent that
one is unaware of other points of .view and of the limitations in one's
perspective. I

Piaget (1932) views all psy0Ological development as a progressive loss
of egocentrism and an increase in ability to take wider and more complex
perspectives. In discussing Piaget's theorizFhg, Flaveli (1963), for example,
states: "In the course of this, contact (and especially,- his-conflicts and
arguinents) with other children, the child increasingly finds himself forced to
reexamine his own percepts and concepts in the light of others, and by so
doing, gradually rids himself of cognitive egocentrism [p. 2791." There is
correlational and experimental evidence that the development of
perspective-taking ability and he reducton of egocentrism Is dependent on
interaction with peers. Gottmen, Cons(); and Rasmussen (1975) found that
children who were able to take the perspective of others were more socially
ititive and more competent in social exchanges with other children than
were less able perspective-tak4rs. Keasey (1973), in a study of fifth and sixth
graders, found that those who belonged to many social organizations (and
therefore interacted with peer4r more) had higher moral judgment scores. (a
major ingredient of which is perspective-taking) than did children who
belonged to few clubs. Johnso 1 and his colleagues (1976) found alit inch-
N. 1(111.11141ic learning.experiences in which students were separated from each
other and nut allowed to inteiract promoted higher egocentrism and less
perspei tit .e-taking ability than.did learning in small cooperative groups. 1

9')
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Raising Educational Aspirations'and /
Achievement

i

1 i /.

Peers have a great deal of influence onistudents' educational aspirations
(Alexander & Campbell, 1964; Colemanl, 1961; Coleman et 41., 1966; :

Ramsey, 1961; Turner, 1964; Wilson, 1959), Alexander and Campbell
(1 964),for example, found that a student Is more likely to aspire to higher
education and actually go to college if his best friend also plans to go to
college. There is alsO evidence that students' achievement is related to the
educational and economic levels of other students in the school (Coleman et

al., 1966; Crain & Weisman,1972). Freedman (1967) conducted an exten-

sive review of the literature and concluded that student educational aspira-
tions and actual achievement were more affected by fellOw students than by

any other school influence. .. .1' .

Two studies dealiffg with primary age students in elementary schools
servicing children fron low-income families found consistent negative cor-
relations between subject matter achievement and,-high frequencies of stu-

dents studying alone; consistent positive orrelatjons were found between
time spent with peers in moderate size grOups" (3-7 members) or large
groups under the teacher's direction and subject matter achievement (Soar,
1973; Stallingi & Kaskowitz, 1974). Thesej studies imply that when students
are young, and when thz.y have poor study skills, interaction. with peers can
significantly increase achievement.

QUALITY OF STUDENT - STUDENT
RELATIONSHIPS

Interpersonal interaction is the basis 'or learning, socialization, and

development. While there has been considerable emphasis on teacher-

student interaction, the educational value of student:siudent interaction has
been largely ignored. There is evidence indicating that among other things

student-student interaction will contribute to general socialization, future

usychological health, acquisition of social competencies, avoidance of en-

gaging in antisocial or problem behaviors, mastery and control of impulses

such as aggression, development of a sex-role 'identity, emergence of
perspective-taking ability, and development of high educational aspirations
and achievement. Simply placing students near each other and aliotving
interac lion to take place does not rne'an, however, that these outcomes will
appear. The nature of the interaction, is important. Some interaction leads to
students rejecting each Other and defensively -avoiding being influenced by
peers. When student-student interaction leads to relationshids charac.

9t
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terized by perceived support and acceptance, then the potential beneficial
effects described in the previous section are likely to be found.

In order for peer relationships to be constructive influences, they must

promote feelings of belonging, acceptance, support, and caring, rather than

feelings of hostility and rejection:Perceptions of being'accepted by peers

affects the following aspects of classroom life:

1. Peer acceptance is positively correlated with willingness to engage in
social interaction (Furman, 1977; Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson,

Johnson, & Anderson, .1978).
2. Peer acceptance is positively correlated with the extent to which students

provide positive social rewards for peers (Hartup, Glazer, & Charles-
.

worth, '1967).
3. Isolation in the classroom is associated with high anxiety, low self-

esteem, poor interpersonal skills, emotional handicaps, and psy-
chological pathology (Bower, 1960; Gronlund, 1959; Horowitz, 1962;
Johnson & Norem-Hebeisen, 1977; Mensh & Glidewell, 1958; Schmuck,
1963, 1966; Smith, 1958; Van Egmond, 1960).

4. Rejection by peers is related to disruptive classroom behavior (Lorber,
1966), hostile behavior and nega .ve affect (Lippitt & Gold, 1959), and
negative attitudes toward other students and school (Schmuck, 1966.

5. Acceptance by peers is related to utilization of abilities in achievement
situations (Schmuck, 1963, 1966; Van Egmond, 1960).

On the basis of this evidence it may be concluded that peer relation-
ships will have constructive effects only when student-student interaction is
charaliterized by support and acceptance. In order to promote constructive
peer influences, therefore, teachers must first ensure that students interact
with each other and, second, must ensure that the interaction takes place
within a suppor;ve and accepting context. In other words, teachers must

control the group dynamics affecting student-student interaction.
When teachers promote student-student interaction in the classroom

there are several dynamics of groups that should be taken into account.
These include the way in which learning pals are structured, the way in
which conflict among ideas are managed, the composition of the group, the

norms instituted witnin the group, and the size of the group.

GROUP GOALS AND GOAL
STRUCTURE

All groups have goals, and one of the most important aspects of group
effectiveness is the group's ability to define its goals and achieve them

9/
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successfully. lhe essence of a goal is that it is an ideal. It is a desired place
toward which peyple are working, a state of affairs that people value. A
group goal is a future state of affairs desired by enough members of the group
to motivate efforts to achieve it. In order to teach successfully, teachers need

to know what outcomes they hype to achieve. After their instructional goals
are formulated appropriately, a decision ;nust be made as to the type of goal
interdependence to be structured among students as they learn.

There are three types of goal interdependence that teachers may struc-

ture during instruction (Deutsch, 1962; Johnson & Johnson, 1975): coopera-

tive (positive goal interdependence), competitive (negative goal interdepen-

dence), and iudividualistic (no goal interdependence). A cooperative goal

structure exists when students perceive that they can obtain their goal &and

only it the other students with whom they are linked obtain their goals. A
colopetitivegoal structure exists when students perceive that they can obtain

their goal if and only if the other students with whom they are linked fail to
obtain their goals. An individualistic goal structUre: exists when students
perceive that obtaining their goal is unrelated to the goal achievement of

other students.
In the ideal classroom all three goal structures wou!d be appropriately

used. All students would learn how to work cooperatively with other stu-
dents, compete for fun and enjoyment, and work autonomously on their

own. Most of the time, hovever, students would work on instructional tasks

within the goal structure that is the most productive for the type of task to be

dune and for the cognitive and affective outcomes desired. It is the teacher

who decides which goal structure to implement within each instructional

activity. the way in which teachers st:octure learning goals determines how

students interact with each other and with the teacher. The interaction
patterns, in turn, determine the cognitive and affective outcomes of instruc-

tion. There is no aspect of teaching more important than the appropriate use

of goal structures.

Student-Student Interaction
Each goal structure will promote a different pattern of interaction

among students. Aspects of student-student interaction important for learn-
ing include (Johnson & Johnson, 1975): accurate communication and
exchange of information, facilitation of each other's efforts to achieve, con-

structive conflict management, peer pressures toward achievement, de-
crea'ed fear of failure, divergent thinking, acceptance and support by peers,

utilization of other's resources, trust, and emotional involvement in and
commitment to learning. A summary of the rewarch findings on the relation-

ships among the three goal structures and these aspects of student-student
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interaction is presented in Table 4.1 (for specific references, see Johnson &
Johnson, 1975, 1978). Cooperation provides opportunities for positive in-
teraction among students-,--wher.eas-competition__Komotes cautious and de-
fensive studentstudent interaction (except under very limited conditions).
When students are in an individualistic goal structure, they work by them-
selves to master the skill or knowledge assigned, without interacting with
other students. When teachers wish to promote positive interaction among
students, a cooperative goal structure should be used, and competitive and
individualistic goal structures should be avoided.

Of special importance for students influencing each other in regard to
achievement, appropriate social behavior, cognitive and social develop-
ment, and general. socialization is the degree to which each goal structure
affects (a) students' perceptions that they are accepted, supported, and liked

Table 4.1
GOAL STRUCTURES AND INTERPERSONAL PROCESSES THAT AFFECT LEARNING

Cooperative Competitive Individualistic

High interaction

Effective communication

Facilitation of other's achievement:
helping. sharing, tutoring

Peer influence toward achieve-
ment

Prohlenesolving confltct manage-
ment

I 411 divergent and risk - taking
Minions

I fish trust

High acceptance and support by
peers

High emotional involvement in
and commitment to learning by
almost all students

I fish uNlitalu,n Of resources of
other students

ision of labor possible

I )0/ rast.rf fear of failure

Low interaction

No, misleading, or threatening
communication

Obstruction of other's achievement

Peer influence against achiever
ment

Win-lose conflict management

Low divergent and risk-taking
thinking

Low trust .

Low acceptance'and support by
peers

High emotional involvement in
and commitment to learning by
the few students who have a.'
chance to win

No utilization of resources of other
students

Division of labor impossible

Increased fear of failure

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

N interaction

No interaction

No interaction

Nu interac lion

No interac lion
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by their peers; (b) students' exchange of information; (i..) students' MOIlVd-
tion to learn; and (d) students' emotional involvement in learning.

-----Acreptance7Suppurt-Likhrg
. .

---coopi!tative tkpetiehtes,. compared .ivith .competitive and in-
dividualistic ones, have been found to, result in stronger beliefs that one is
liked, supported, and accepted by other students, and that other students
care about how much one learns and want to help one learn (Cooper,
Johnson, Johnsbn & 1980; Gunderson & Johnson, 1980;
Johnson, Johnson, & Tauer, 1979; Johnson, Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson,
1976; Tjosvoid, Madno, & Johnson, 1977). Furthermore, cooperative at-
titudes are related to the belief that one is liked by other students and wants

. .to listen to, help, and_ do. schoolwork_with other. students ;Johnson &
Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1978). Individualistic at-
titudes are related to not wanting to do schoolwork with other students, not
wanting to help othe' students learn, not valuing being liked by other
students,' and not wanting to participate in social interaction (Johnson,

senr&Ander son, 1-97Briolmsoirto-Norem-Hebeiserr,--1-977); Fut II -r-t

more, Deutsch (1962) and other researchers (Johnson, 1974a) found that
trust is built through cooperative interaction and is destroyed through com-
petitive interaction.

Exchange of Informatiols

The seeking of information, and Utilizing it in one's learning, is essential
for academic achievement. Moreover, :11;:re is evidence that in problem-
solving situations, students working within a cooperative goal structure will
seek significantly more information from each other than will students
working within a competitive goal structure (Crawford 8. Haaland, 1972).
There is also evidence that students working within a cooperativc goal
structure will make optimal use of the information provided by other
dents, whereas students working within a competitive goal structure will fail
to do so (Laughlin & McGlynn, 1967). Blake and Mouton (1961) provide
evidence that competition biases a person's perceptions and the com-
prehension of viewpoints and positions of other individuals. A cooperative
context, compared with a competitive one, promotes more accurate com-
munic ation of information, more verbalization of ideas and information,
more attentiveness to other's statements, and more acceptance of and
willingness to be influenced by others' ideas and information, Furthermore,
a cooperative context results in fewer difficulties in communicating with and
understanding others, more confidence in one's own ideas and in the value
that others attach to one's ideas, mole frequent open and honest communi-

lou



136 tmvio W. JOtINSON

cation, and greater feelings of agreement between oneself and otkers
(Johnson, 1974a; Johnson & R. Johnson, 1975).

Motivation
Motivation is most commonly viewed. as a combination of the per -

ceived likelihood of success and the perceived incentive for success. The
greater the likelihood success and the more important it is to succeed, the
higher the motivation. Success that is intrinsically rewarding is usually seen
as being more desirable for learning than is having students believe that only
extrinsic rewards are worthwhile. There is a greater perceived likelihood of
success and success is viewed as more important in a cooperative than in a
competitive or individualistic learning situation (Johnson & R. Johnson,
1975).

The more cooperative students' attitudes, the more they see themselves
as being intrinsically motivated: They persevere in pursuit of clearly defined

.,-------eee-e4earning rehefieve-thatitir therrrregrreffarWth5TdeThrmirinh-Fir school
success; want to be good students and get good grades; and believe that
ideas, feelings, and learning new ideas are important and enjoyable
(Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1978). These
studies also indicate that the more competitive students' attitudes are, the
more they see themselves as being extrinsically motivated in elementary and
junior high schools. Competitive attitudes are, however, somewhat related
to intrinsic motivation, to being a good student, and to getting good marks in
senior high school. Individualistic attitudes tend to be unrelated to all
measured aspects of the motivation to lea; n. Being part of a cooperative
learning group has been found to be related to a high subjective probability
of academic success and continuing motivation for further learning by taking
more advanced courses in the subject area studied (Gunderson & Johnson,
1980). Thereis also experimental evidence which indicates that cooperative
learning experiences, compared with individualistic ones, will result in more
intrinsic motivation, less extrinsic motivation, and less need for teachers to
set clear goals for the students (Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1976).

Emotional Involvement in Learning
Students are expected to become involved in instructional activities and

to benefit from them as much as possible. There is evidence that the inure
cooperative students' attitudes are. the more they express their ideas anti
feelings in large and small classes and listen to the teacher, whereas compet-
itive and individualistic attitudes are unrelated to indices of emotional
involvement in instructional activities (Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson,
Johnson, & Anderson, 1978). There i5 evidence that cooperative learning
experiences, compared with competitive and. individualistic ones, result in a
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g re a lec_dasice_to_extuess-o-nes-ide-as-to-the-c. lass (f011-4 serie-Johnsortriohnson--,-----

& Anderson, 1976; Wheeler & Ryan,._19731. Cooperativideaming_experh_
ences, compare( with competitive and individualistic ones, promote greater
willingness to resent one's answers and thus create more positive feelings

toward one's answers and the instructional experience (Garibaldi, 1976;
Gunderson & Johnson, 1900), as well as more positive attitudes toward the
instructional tasks and subject areas (Garibaldi, 1976; Gunderson & John-
son, 198(i; R. Johnson & Johnson, 1979; Johnson, Johnson, & Skon, 11j79;

Wheeler & Ryan, 1973).

Instructional Outcomes

There ..has been a great deal of research on the relationship among
cooperative, competitive, and individualistic efforts and the cognitive and

affective outcomes of instruction jJohnscin & Johnson, 19751_92B1-
According to ,jtundreds of research studies that have been conducted,
dramatically different learning outcomes will result from the use of the
different goal structures. While space is too short in this chapter to review all

of the research, the evidence concerning achievement, perspective-taking,
self-esteem, psycholqical health, liking for other students, and positive
attitudes toward school personnel such as teachers and principal-s. witl-be

discussed.

Achievement
Johnson, Maruyama. Johnson, Nelson, and Skon (1980) recently com-

pleted a meta-analysis of 108 studies comparing the relative effec is of

cooperative, competitive, and individualistic: learning sitiotions on

achievement. 1 he results strongly Indic ate that cooperative learning po,-

motes higher achievement than do competitive and individualistic instruction.
These results hold for all age levels, for all subject areas, and for tasks

involving concept attainment, verbal problem-solving, categorizing, spatial

problem-solving, retention and memory, motor performance, and guess-
ing-judging-predicting. For rote-decoding and correcting tasks, coopera-
tion does not seem to be :Superior. The average student in a cooperative
situation performs at approximately the eightieth percentile of students in

competitive and individualistic situations.

Pei spectioe-Taking

An important instructional question is, "Which goal structure is most
conducive to promotim the emergence of social perspective taking
abilities?" A series of studies have found that cooperativeness is positively
'elated to the ability to take the emotional perspective of others, and that



138 DAVID W. JOHNSON

competitiveness is related to egocentrism (Johnson, 1930; Barnett, Mat-
thews, & Howard, 1979). Cooperative 'learning experiences, furthermore,
have beeniound_to promote-greater - cognitive -a nd-emetion-al-perspective-
taking abilities than either competitive cr

n: I§77;- Johnson, Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1926).

Self-Esteem

Schools are concerned with promoting student self-esteem for a variety
of reasons. including school and postschool achievement and general psy,
chologica.1 health and well-being. There is correlational evidence that
cooperativeness is positively related to self-esteem in students throughout
elementary, junior, and senior high school in rural, urban, and suburban
settings; competitiveness is generally unrelated to self-esteem; and indi-
vidualistic attitudes tend to be related to feelings of worthlessness and
self-rejection (Gunderson & Johnson, 1980; Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976;
Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1978; Johnson & Norem-Hebeisen, 1977;
Norem-Hebeisen & Johnson, 1980). Therelsemer.c jmpiate.y.ittence,indic a t-
ng t cooperative tearriing experiences, compared with individualistic

ones, Jesuit in higher self-esteem (Johnson, Johnson, & Scott, 1978); that
cooperative learning experiences promote higher self-esteem than does
learning in a traditional classroom (Blar4, et al., 1977; Geffner, 1978); and
that failure in competitive situations promotes increased self-derogation
(Ames, Ames, & Felker, 1377)2

In a series of studies with suburban junior and senior high school
students Norem-Hebeisen and Johnson (1980) examined the relationship
among cooperative, competitive, and individualistic attitudes and ways of
conceptualizing one's worth from the information that is available about
oneself. Four primary ways of deriving self-esteem are: (a) basic self-
acceptance (a belief in the intrinsic acceptability of oneself); (b) conditional
self-acceptance (acceptance contingent on meeting external standards and
expectations); (c) self-evaluation (one's estimate of how one compares with
one's peers); and (d) real-ideal congruence (correspondence between what
one thinks one i5 and what one thinks one should he). Attitudes toward
cooperation are related to basic self-acceptance and positive self-evaluation
compared to peers, whereas attitudes toward competition are related to
conditional self-acceptance, and individualistic attitudes are related to basic
self-rejection.

Psychological Health

lhe ability to build and maintain cooperative relationships is a primary
mai lifestation of psychological health. Johnson and Norem- Hebeisen (1977)
compared the attitudes of high school seniors toward cooperation, competi-

1 U
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tion, and individualism with their responses on the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventorat4MPI). They found that attitudes toward cooperation
were significantly negatively correlated with 9 of the 10 scales indicating

---psychological-vattrotogy-TAThrades -toward competition were significantly
negatively correlated with 7 of the 10 psychological pathology scales.
Attitudes toward individualism were significantly positively related to 9 of
the 10 pathology scales. Both cooperation and competition involve relation-

ez ships with other people, whereas individualistic activities involve isolation
from other people. These findings indicate that an emphasis on cooperative
involvement with other people and on appropriate competition during
Socialization,may'promote psychological health and well-being, whereas
social isolation may promote psychological. illness.

In addition, cooperative attitudes were significantly positively related to
emotional maturity, well adjusted social relations, strong personal identity,
the ability to resolve conflicts between self-perceptions and adverse infornm
tion about oneself, amount of social Participation, and basic trust and
optimism. Attitudes toward competition were sibnificantly related to emo-
tional maturity, lack of a need for affection, the ability to resolve conflicts
between selt-perceptions and adverse information about oneself, social
participation, and basic trust and optimism. Individualistic attitudes were
significantly related to delinquency, emotional immaturity, social malad-
justment, self-alienation, inability to resolve conflicts between self-

perceptions and adverse information about oneself, self-rejection, lack of
social participation, and basic distrust and pessimism.

Liking for Other Students
There is considerable evidence that cooperative expel iences, compared

with competitive and individualistic ones, result in more positive inteiper
sonal relationships characterized by mutual liking, positive attitudes toward
each other, mutual concern, friendliness, attentiveness, feelings of obliga-
tion to other students, and a desire to win the respect of other students
(Johnson & R. Dhnson, 1975, 1978). There is evidence that cooperative
learning experiences, compared with individualistic ones, promote more
positive attitudes toward heterogeneity among peers (; ohnson, Johnson, &
Scott, 1978), and that cooperativeness is related to liking peers who are
smarter or less smart than oneself (J:,:inson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson,
Johnson, & Anderson, 1978). In studies involving students froin different
ethnic groups, handicapped and nonhandicapped students, and male and
female junior high school s:udents, the evidence indicates that cooperative
learning experiences, compared with competitive and individualistic canes,
promotes more positive attitudes among heterogeneous students (Armstrong,
Johnson, & Balm% , 1980; Cook, 1'178; ( ()Ewer, Johnson, Johnson, &

1 0 ei
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CONTROVERSY

In any learning situation, conflicts among ideas and opinions are ineit-
able. They IA !II occur no matter what the teacher does. And, like all conflicts,
controversies ha' : the potential for producing highly constructive or highly
destructive outcomes, depending on how they are managed. A controversy
exists when one student's ideas, information, conclusions, theories, and
opinions are incompatible with those of another, and the two then seek to
reach an agreement. The conflict resides in the two students' attempts to
reach a common position. When two students, for example, must come to
an agreement on the answer to a math problem, and they disagree as to what
the answer should be, a controversy exists.

If managed constructively, controversies can increase student motiva-
tion, creative insight, cognitive and social development, and learning. The
process by which controversy sparks learning is outlined in Figure 4.1. It
begins, as does all learning, with a student categorizing and organizing

r
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Wilclerson, 1980; De Vries & Slavin, 1978; Johnson, Rynders, Johnson,
Schmidt, & Haider, 1979; Rynders, Johnson, Johnson, & Schmidt, in press;
Slavin, 1978).

Liking for School Personnel
The more favorable students' attitudes toward cooperation, the more

they believe that teachers, teacher aides, counselors, and princjpals are
important and positive; that teachers care about and want to increase
students' learnine;.that teachers like and accept students as individuals; and
that teachers and principals.. want to be friends with students (Gunderson
& Johnson, 1980; Johnson & Ahlgren, 1976; Johnson, Johnson, & Ander-
son, 1978). Moreover, these findings hold in elementary, junior high, and
senior high schools in rural, suburban, and urban school districts. In subur-
ban junior and senior high schools, student competitiveness becomes posi-
tively .related to perceptions of being liked and supported personally and
academically by (gathers, Individualistic attitudes are consistently unrelated
to attitudes toward school personnel. There are also several field experimental
studies that demonstrate that students experiencing cooperative instruction
like the teacher better and perceive the teacher as being more supportive
and accepting, academically and personally, than do students expe-
riencing competitive and individualistic instruction (Gunderson & John-
son, 1980; Johnson, Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1976; Johnson,
jolbon, & Scott, 1978; Johnson, Johnson, & Tauer, 1979; Tjosvold, Marino &
Johnson, 1977, Wheeler & Ryan, 1973).

Summary

Perhaps the most impOrtant aspect of group dynamics a teacher can
control is the way in which learning goals are structured. The structure of the
learning goals controls how students interact with each other which, in turn,
greatly affects the cognitive and affective outcomes of instruction. When
teachers wish to promote positive interaction among students (characterized
by peer acceptance, support, and liking; studentstudent exchange of in-
formation; motivation to learn; and emotional involvement in learning), a
cooperative goal structure should be used and competitive and individualis-
tic goal structures should be avoided. The emphasis on positive goal inter-
dependence among students no only will create the supportive, accepting,
and caring relationships vital for socialization but will also promote
achievement, perspective-taking ability, Jelf-esteem, psychological health,
liking for peers, and positive attitudes toward school personnel. Within any
cooperative enterprise, however, controversies will inevitably arise. It is to
the management of such conflicts that we now turn.
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current information and experiences so that a conclusion is derived. ,When
the student realizes that other students or the teacher are challenging the
student's conclusion, a state of internal conceptual conflict, uncertainty, or
disequilibrium is aroused. This uncertainty motivates an active search
(called "epistemic curiosity"' by Berlyne, 1971) for more information, new
experiences, and a more adequate cognitive perspective and reasoning
process in hopes of resolving the uncertainty, By adapting his or her cogni-
tive perspective and reasoning through understanding the perspective and
reasoning of others, a new or reorganized conclusion is derived. The out-
comes of constructively managed controversy will be discussed and then the
conditions determining whether controversy will be constructive or destruc
live will be reviewed. .

Outcomes of Controversy
The process of controversy may lead to the following outcomes: epis-

temic curiosity, accuracy of cognitive perspective-taking, transition to a
higher stage of cognitive reasoning, increased quality of problem-solving
and decision making, greater creativity, and higher learning.

Epistentic Curiosity

Controversy among students creates conceptual conflict, which leads to
epistemic curiosity. Conceptual conflict exists when two ideas do not seem
to be compatible or when inform& ion being received does not seem to fit
with .what one already knows (Berlyne, 1957, 1966). Disagreement with
another person can be a source. of conceptual conflict, that provokes at-
tempts to explore the other person's ideas (Berlyne, 1966). The greater the
disagreement among students, the more frequently the disagreement will
occur. Moreover, the greater the number of people disagreeing with a
student's position, the more competitive the context, of the controversy;. and
the more affronted the student feels, the greater the conceptual conflict and
uncertainty the student will experience (Asch, 1952; Burdick & Burnes,
1958; Festinger, 1964; Gerard & Greenbaum, 1962; Lowry &. Johnson,
1980; inagaki & Hatano, 1968, 1977; Tjosvold & Johnson, 1977, 1-978;
Ijosvold, Johnsoa, & Fabrey, 1978; Worchel & McCormick, 1963). Thus,
there is evidence that controversy can create a conceptual conflict and
epistemic curiosity.

-Perspective-Taking

In resolving controversies, students need to be able to both com-
prehend the information being presented by their opposition and to under-
stand the cognitive perspective their opposition is using to organize and

10
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interpret the information. A cognitive perspective consists of cognitive or-
ganization being used to give meaning to a person's knowlvelge and the
structure of a person's reasoning. Tjosvold and Johnson (1977, 1978 and
.flosvold, Johnson, and Fabrey (1978) conducted three experiments in which
they found that ttie presenoe of controversy promotes greater Understanding
of another person's cognitive perspective than does the absence of con-
troversy. Students engaging in a controversy were bettor able subsequently
to predict-what line of reasoning their opponent would use in solving a
future problem than were students who interacted without any controversy.
Kurdek (in press) found that

in
perspective-taking skill was

related to arguing with peers in students irthefirst through fourth grades...
Cognitive Reasoning

Cognitive development theorists (Flavell, 1963; Kohlberg, 1969; Piaget,
1948, 1950). have posited that it is repeated interpersonal controversiessin
which students are forced again and again to take cognizance of the per-
spective of others that promotes cognitive and moral development, the
ability to think logically, and the reduction of egocentric reasoning. Such
interpersonal conflicts are posited to create clisequilibrium.within students'
cognitive structures, which motivate a search for a more adequate and
mature process of reasoning. There are several studies that demonstrate that
pairing a conserver with a nonconserver, and giving the pair conservation
problems to solve, results in the conserver's answer prevailing on the great
majority of conservation trials and in the nonconserver learning how to con-
serve (Botvin & Murray, 1975; Doise & Mugny, 1979; Doise, Mugny, &
Perret-Clermont, 1976; Perret-Clermont, in press; Miller & Brownell, 1975;
Mugny & Boise, 1978; Murray, 1972; Murray, Ames, & liotvie, 1977; Silver-
man & Geiringer, 1973; Smedslund, 1961; Silverman & Stone, 19(2). There
are a number of studies that demonstrate that when students are pl'aceci in a
group with peers who use a higher stage of moral reasoning, and the group is
required to make a decision as to how a moral dilemma should be resolved,
advances in the students' level of moral reasoning result (Blatt, 1969; Blatt &
Kohlberg, 1973; Crockenberg & Nicolayev, 1977;-1Ciaasey, 1973; Kuhn,
Langer, Kohlberg, & Haan, 1977; LeFurgy & Voloshin, 1969; Maitland &
Goldman, 1974; Rest, Turiel, & Kohlberg, 1969; Tuiiel, 1966). Taken to-
gether, these studies provide evidence th mt controversies among students
can promote transitions to highw stages 01 cognitive and moral reasoning.
Such findings sire' important W'lhere is little doubt that higher-level's cif
cognitive and moral reasoning cannot be directly taught (Inhelder &
1969; Sigel & Hooper, 1968; Sinclair, 1969; Smedslund, 1961a, 1961b;
Turiel, 1973; Wallach & Sprott, 1964; Wallach, Wall, & Anderson, 1967;
Wohlwill & Lowe, 1962).

1U
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Quality of Problem-Salving

The purpose of controversy within a group is to arrive at the highest
quality problem solution or decision that is.possible. There is evidence that
the occurrence of a constroversy within a group does result in a higher
quality problem solution and decision (13oulding,.1964; Glidewell, 1953;
Hall & Williams, 1966, 1970; Hoffman & Maier, 1961; Hoffman, Harburg,
& Maier, 1962; Maier & Hoffman, 1954; Maier & Salem, 1952). Further-
more, disagreements within a group have been found to provide a greater
amount of information and variety of facts, and a change in the salience of
known information which, in turn, results in shifts in judgment (Anderson &
Graesser, 1976; Kaplan, 1977; Kaplan & Miller, 1977; Vinokur & Burnstein,
1974).

Creativity

Controversy is an important aspect of gaining creative insight by seeing
a p\roblem from a different perspective and reformulatinit in a way that lets
new orientations to a solution emerge. There is evidence that controversy
increases the number of ideas, quality of ideas, feelings of stimulation and
enjoyment, and originality of expression in creative problem-solving (Bahn,
1964; Bolen & Torrance, 1976; Dunnette, Campbell, & Jaastad, 1963; Falk
& Johnson, 1977; Peters & Torrance, 1972; Torrance, 1970, 1971, 1973;
Triandis, Bass, Ewen, & Mikesele, 1963). And there is also evidence that
controversy results in more creative problem solutions, with more member
satisfaction, compared to group .efforts that do not include controversy
(Glidewell, 1953; Hall & Williams, 1966, 1970; Hoffman, Harburg, &
Maier, 1962; Maier & Hoffman, 1964; Rogers, 1970). These studies further
demonstrated that controversy encourages group members to dig into a
problem, raise issues, and settle them in ways that show the benefits of a
wide range of ideas being used, as well as resulting in a high degree of
emotional involvement in and commitment to solving the problems the
group is working on.

Achievement

Finally, there is evidence that controversy increases the amount of
mastery and retention of the subject matter being learned (Lowry & Johnson,
1980; Smith, Johnson & Johnson, 1980). Furthermore, students who experi-
ence conceptual conflict resulting from controversy are better able to
generalize the principles they learn to a wider variety of situations than are
students who do not experience such conceptual conflict (Inagaki & Hatano,
1968, 1977).

1 0 d
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Student-Student Wernetion
Although controversy can operate in a beneficial way, it will not do so

under all conditions. As with all conflict, theiiotential for either constructive
or destructive outcomes is present in a controversy. Whether positive or
negative consequences result depends on the conditions under which con-
troversy occurs and the way in which it is managed. These conditions and
procedures include: the goal structure within which the controversy occurs,
the heterogeneity among students, the amount of relevant irformation dis-

p tributed among students, the ability of students to disagree with each other
without creating defensiveness, and the perspective-taking skills of the stu-
dents.

uetsch (1973) emphasizes that the context in which conflicts occur
hasinimportant effects on whether the conflict turns out to be constructive or
&structure. There are two possible contexts for controversy: cooperative
and competitive. Furthermore, there are several ways in which a cooperative
context facilitates constructive controversy whereas a competitive context
promotes destructive controversy:

1. In order for controversy to be constructive, information must be accu-
rately communicated. As was discussed previously, communication of
information is far more complete, accurate, encouraged, and utilized
within a cooperative rather than a competitive context.

2. Constructive controversy requires a supportive climate in Which students
feel safe enough to challenge each other's ideas. This evidence has
already been reviewed, and it indicates that cooperation provides a far
more supportive climate than does compeliti.m.

3. In order for controversy to he constructive, it must be valued. Coopera-
tive learning experiences, compared with individualistic ones, promotes
a belief that controversy is constructive (Johnson, Johnson, & Scutt,
1978).

4. Constructive controversy requires dealing with feelings as well as with
ideas and information. There is evidence that cooperativeness is posi-
tively related and competitiveness negatively related to the ability to
understand what other people are feeling and why they are feeling that
way (see previous discussion).

5. flow controversies are defined has great impact on how constructively
tl..?y are managed. Within a cooperative context, conflicts tend to be

iined as problems to be jointly solved, whereas within a competitive
context conflicts tend to be defined as "wm-lose" situations (Deutsc h,

1973; Rubin & BroWn, 1975).
6. Constructive controversy requires that students recognize similarities

llu
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between positions as well as differences. Stiudents participating in a
controversy within a cooperative context identify more of the similarities
between their positions than sg.-tudents participating in a controversy
within a competitive context Ala, 1978).

A second major factor influencing whether controversy results in con-
structive or destructive outcomes is the heterogeneity among the students
involved. While the research concerning this issue is reviewed within the
section on group composition, it may be stated here that the differences
among students in terms of personality, sex, attitudes, background, social
class, cognitive reasoning strategies, cognitive perspectives, information,
and skills, lead to diverse organization and processing of present information
and experiences, which in turn begins the cycle of controversy. There is
evidence that more controversy occurs in heterogeneous than in
homogeneous groups (Fiedlef, Meuwese, & Oonk, 1961; Torrance, 1961).

If tontroversy is to lead to learning, the group members must poEsess
information that is relevant to the solution of the problem on which they are
working. The more information available, the easier it should be to solve
their problem. There are a number of studies that demonstrate that groups
that have more information about a problem usually perform better than do
groups with less information (Goldman, 1965; Laughlin & Branch, 1972;
Laughlin & Johnson, 1966; Laughlin, Branch, & Johnson, 1969; Laughlin,
Keer, Davis, Haiff, & Marciniak, 1975; Tuckman, 1967). Having relevant
information available, how.ever, does not mean that it will be utilized. For
example, when the task is such that the correct answer is immediately
recognizable when it is proposed, it tends to be immediately accepted
(Laughlin & Bitz, 1975), but when the task is such that the correct answer is
not immediately recognizable, it may take one group member to propose it
and another member to support the answer before the group adopts it
(Loughlin, Keer, Davis, Haiff, & Marciniak, 1975). This later study, further-
more, found that even when the expertise of the group members was
uniformly very low, the group would still successfully solve the problem
about 20% of the time.

In order for controversies to be maii`aged constructively, students need
to be able to disagree with each other's ideas while confirming each other's

/while

competence. There is evidence that disagreeing with other people
/while imputing that they are incompetent tends to increase their commit-

ment to their own ideas and their rejection of the other's ideas (Brown, 1968,
ljosvold, 1974). Tjosvold, Johnson, and Fabrey (1980) and Tjosvold,
Johnson, and Lerner (in press) conducted a pair of studies in which disagree-
1;44 while confirming the other's competence was compared with disagree-
ing while imputing the other was incompetent. They found that confirmation

11 I
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of the opponent's competence resulted in being better liked, the opponent
being less critical of one's ideas, more open-minded to and more interested
in learning more of one's ideas, and the opponent being more willing to
inc "rporate one's information and reasoning into the opponent's own analy-
sis of the problem.

Perhaps the most important set of skills for exchanging information and
opinions within a controversy is perspective-taking. More information, hot!,
personal and impersonal, is disclosed when one is interacting with a person
engaging in perspective-taking behaviors (Colson, 1968; Noonan-Wagner,
1975; Serniat & Smyth, 1973; Taylor, Altman, & Sorrentino, 1969).
Perspective-taking ability increases people's ability to phrase messages so
that they are easily understood by others and to comprehend accurately
other people's messages (Feller & Suchotliff, 1966; Flavell, 1968; Hogan &
Henley, 1970). Engaging in perspective-taking behaviors in conflicts results
in increased understanding and retention of the opponent's information and
perspective (Johnson, 1971). During controversies, perspective-taking be-
haviors (compared with egocentrically emphasizing one's own information
and perspective) resu!ts in more ..reative and higher quality solutions (Falk &
Johnson, 1)77) and in greater gains in accuracy of problem-solving
(Johnson, 1977). Finally, perspective-tat :ng behaviors promote more pmi-
live perspections of the information exchange process, fellow problem-
solvers, and the problem-solving experience (Falk & Johnson, 1977;

Johnson, 1971, 1977; Noonan-Wagner, 1975).

GROUP COMPOSITION

There has been a considerable emphasis on homogeneous grouping
within education. Ability grouping or trac ..ing separates students defined as
being high, medium, and low in academic ability into separate classrooms
within such basic areas as reading. Yet there is no consistent evidence
supporting such practices and, in fact, thew is evidence indicating that such
practices produce negative consequences for both achievement and de-
velopment.

It is reasonable to believe that a group's behavior will be affected by the
distribution and patterning of such member characteristics as abilities,
knowledge, resources, attitudes, interests, personality dispositions, age, sex,
and social status. Within educational endeavors, the issue of homogeneity or
heterogeneity of students must be considered in terms of the influence of
group compositio1 on achievement, c ognitive and social development, and
Socialization. Group composition must be evaluated in reference to the

1I
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demands confronting the group, rather than in a vacuum. In addressing the
issue of how group composition affects academic achievement, cognitive
and social development, and socialization, current research on group
problem-solving, ability grouping, and cross-age interaction will he re-

viewed.

Achievement and Problem-Solving
There is contradictory evideoce concerning the effectiveness of

homogeneous and heterogeneous groups in problem- solving. Several
studies have fould heterogeneous groups to be superior to homogeneous
groups in term: if the quality of the solution, creativity of the group solution,
and member satisfaction with the solution (Amaria, Brian, & Leith, 1969;
Chiselli & Lodahl, 1958; Goldman, 1965; Hoffman, 1939; Hoffman &
Maier, 1961; Hoffman, Harburg, & Maier, 1962; Pe lz, 1956; Triandis, Hall,
& Ewen, 1965; Ziller, 1955; Ziller & Ex line, 1958). Whereas, other studies
have found that either homogeneous grocipS-ailiVe at better solutions than
do heterogeneous groups or that there is no difference between heteroge-
neous and homogeneous groups in terms of the quality of group solutions
(Altman & McGinnies, 1960; Fiedler, Meuwese, & Oonk, 1961; Haythorn,
et A, 1956; Shaw, 1960; Falk & Johnson, 1977). The failure of heteroge-
neous groups to always outperform homogeneous groups raises possibilities
that when relevant expertise is lacking in the group, heterogeneity may not
affect the quality of problem solving, or when group members do not have
the skills to exchange information effectively, heterogeneity may not be
utilized productively. In general, literature indicates that when there are
varied functions to perform in the group, when group members have the
social skills needed to exchange and utilize information, and when expertise
relevant to the group's task is present in the group, heterogeneity is.an Asset.

Ability Grouping

It is a common practice in many schools to separate students through
ability grouping or tracking so that the rapid learners are placed in one class,
the average learners in another, and the slow learners in a third. The
rationale for ability grouping is that narrowing the ability range in the
classroom facilitates the provision of more appropriate learning tasks, makes
more lead er time available to students of a given ability level, and stimu-
lates teachers to gear their teaching to the level of the group (Goldberg,
Passow, & Justman, 1966). While the practice has been widespread for at
least 80 years, and .heavily researched for 50 years, there is no solid evi-
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/fence that any student benefits from such segregatiOn. Ability grouping
remains a very.dubious practice. Some of its more serious problems include
(Johnson, 1979):

1. The reliability and validity of the measures to differentiate slow,
average, and rapid learners are low. IQ tests are not precise enough to make
such judgments concerning students, especially if the students ate Ace-white
middle-class children. Lower-c ass students, impulsive students, students
whose basic language is not English, and many other types of students are
consistently misclassified on the basis of IQ tests. Furthermore, there is more
to being gifted intellectually than IQ. Creativity and leadership, for example,
are also important qualities. Psychologists have not yet derived a defini:ion
of intelligence that is adequate enough to construct. a valid and reliable
measure of it. For many reasons, the tools needed to differentiate among
slow, average, and rapid, learners are not available at present.

2. Because of the lick of validity and reliability of the measures used to
assign-students to -ability-levels, many-students -are originally-sent `to -the
wrong level. The second problem with using ability grouping is that once
misclassified, it is difficult for, a student to be reassigned. Once labeled,
always labeled! Jackson (1964) found that while 40% of all students should
be transferred from one ability level to another, only between 1 to 5% were
actually transferred. The rigidity of level membership once students are
assigned invalidates the practice of ability grouping in schools.

3. There is considerable evidence that ability grouping is segregated on
the basis of social class and ethnic membership (Eash, 1961; Yates, 1966;
Goldberg, Passow, & Jestman, 1966; Husen & Svensson, 1960; Johnson,
1970; Douglas, 1964). White students who come from middle- or upper-
class families and who are clean, well-clothed, and well-behaved have a
greater chance of being placed in the high ability track than their measured
ability would seem to justify.

4. There is no consistent evidence that ability grouping will increase the
achievement of students at any ability level. The rapid learners do no
benefit with higher achievement and in some cases the average and slow
learners' achievement is damaged by the absence of more intellectually
oriented peers to interact with (Borg, 1964; Eash, 1%1; Goldberg, Passow,
& Justman, 1966; Millman & Johnson, 1964; Svensson, 1962).

5. There is no consistent evidence that ability grouping either raises or
lowers students' self-esteem. Some studies find that the stigma attached to
being placed in the low ability track reduces self-esteem, while other studies
find that high achievers' self-esteem is so oewhat reduced by homogeneous
grouping. Yet other studies contradict such findings or find that ability
grouping in and of itself has no effect on self-esteem.
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6. There is evidence that teachers expect 1E-SS of students placed in low
ability tracks and generally underestimate the capabilities of each student
(Goldberg, Passow, & Justman, 1966; Tillman & Hull, 1964; Wilson, 1963),

7. Ability grouping, by reducing the heterogeneity among students in
the eassroorr, prevents students from obtaining needed socializing experi-
ences and from gaining valuable Insights from others. The basic social
competencies needed for healthy psychological development may be better
provided for in heterogeneous classrooms.

Because of these and other problems, ability grouping does not seem to
be justifiable as a procedure to improve instruction or to facilitate intellec-
tual or social development. There are other more effective means of ensuring
every student is fully challenged and learns maximally.The insiructional
strategies teachers use have far more powerful effects on student achieve-
ment and socialization than does the separation of students into ability
levels.

Same Age versus Mixed Age

...... -Age-homogeneitwytirch-wasliiitirittbiliitedinto Anierican schdols
until the mid-nineteenth century, is now firmly entrenched (Kett, 1974). Most
school classrooms are age-graded so that iud e n ts spend most of the school
day in the presence of peers who are within 12 months_of being the same
age. This is an unusual situation in the sense that in most cultures children
interact with multiage peers rather than with peers of the same chronological
age (I (artup, 1978). Barker and Wright (1955) in a study done in the United
States found that approximately 65% of children's interactions with °ther
children outside the school environment involved individuals who differed
in age by more than 12 months.

Hartup (1978) argues that mixed-age groups are well-suited to chil-
dren's needs. Fie states;

Social adaptation requires skills in both seeking help (dependency) and giving it multut-
ance); being )assive and being sociable; being able to attack others (aggression) and
being able to contain one's hostility; being intimate and being self-reliant. Since there is a
greater likelihood that some of these behaviors will occur in interaction with younger
children than with older children (e.g., nurturance), some in interaction with agemates
rather than nonageniates (e.g., aggression), and some in interaction with older children
rather than younger children (e.g., dependency), mixed age social contacts would seem
to serve children in ways that same-age contacts'cannot (p.

There is some evidence that mixed-age classes might be preferable to
same-age classes in elementary schools. Ferguson (1965) found that both
second and fifth graders worked harder at simple tasks when social rewards

11
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were supplied by a non-agernate than by an agernate. On a social problem:

solving task third graders worked with greater speed, success, and task
persistence when they were the only third grader in a triad than when they
were in the majority (Graziano, French, Brownell, & Hartup, 1976).

There is some evidence that social learning occurs more effectively in

interac tion with older children. Allen and Feldman (1976) found that in
tutoring situations, children prefer to he taught by children older than
themselves. In addition, Thelen and Kirkland (1976) found that reciprocal

imitation is more characteristic of children's interactions wits older children
than with younger' children, and Peifer (1971) found that older children are

more effec tive.models than younger children. Finally, Lougee (1977) found
that older children are especially good models in situations calling for
difficult perceptual judgments or complicated skills rather than declarations

of personal preferences tastes.
There is evidence that t e effects of previous isolation from peers mayl\N

be best repaired in interactio with younger than with same-age peers.
Furman, Rache, and Hartup (1977) located 24 socially withdrawn children
in five childcare centers by means of observations conducted over 2-week
periods. The identified children were social iScilates,,but were not autistic or

emotionally disturbed. For 8 children, an intervention was devised consist-

ing of 15 daily play sessions involving a second .child who was 18 months

younger than the subject. For 8 children, daily play sessions with a peer who

was within 4 months of their age were arranged. The remaining 8 children

received no treatment at all. Significant improvement in sociability occurred

in both experimental groups as contrasted to the no-treatment group (which
did not change), but greater increases in sociability occurred among the
children exposed to younger peers than among those exposed to same-age

peers.

Summary
The question facing teachers concerning group composition is whether

students should be placed in homogeneous or heterogeneous groups. Tra-

ditionally, students have been tracked on the basis of ability into separate
classrooms or have been placed into homogeneous groups with regard to
ability, skills, or learning deficits within the classroom. While the research

findings are not consistent, the overall weight of the evidence indicates that
higher achievement by rapid, average, and slow learners will result when
they are placed in heterogeneous learning groups. This is especially true
when students learn within cooperative groups (Johnson & Johnson, 1978;

Johnson, Skon, & Johnson, 1978; Skon, Johnson. & Johnson, 1980;
Wodarski al., 1973). The weight of the evidence, furthermore, is against

lit)
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thmse of ability grouping and tracking, and there are a variety of experi-
ences important for-socialization and cognitive and social development in
classrooms where students of various ages are given Cie opportuRity to
interact and learn together.

CLASSROOM AND GROUP NORMS

Students should not run in the hallways. Students should not use foul
language in the classroom. Students should not strike classmates or peers.
Students should pay attention when the teacher speaks. Students should do
their homework. Students should not arrive for class late. All of these
expectations are norms. Norms refer to the common beliefs regarding ap-

....propriate behavior (Johnson,...970). They dictate how members of the
school, classroom, or group are expected to behave. Some norms apply to
all people within the classroom whereas others apply only to the teacher or
to the students. Because norms refer to the expected behavior sanctioned
(reinforced or punished) by members of the classroom or group, they have a
specific "ought to" or "must" quality; group members must not disrupt the
group's work, group members ought to participate in discussions, and so on.
The norms of any group vary ,in their importance. Those that are less
important for the objectives and values of the classroom or group usually
allow for a greater range of behavior and bring less severe pressures for
people to conform than do norms that are highly relevant for group function-
ing.

For a classroom or group norm to influence students' behavior, they
must recognize that it exists, be aware that other group members accept and
follow the norm, and accept and follow it themselves. At first students may
conform to a classroom or group norm because groups typically reward
conforming behavior and punish nonconforming behavior. Later students
may internalize the norm and conform to it automatically, even when no
other group members are present.

Norms influence interpersonal relationships by helping people to know
what is expected of them and what they should expect from others.
Classroom and group life is orderly and predictable partly because of norms.
Furthermore, norms have powerful influences on the behavior of students
and teachers. They also influence how people view their physical and social
worlds (hestinger, 1950; Sherif, 1936), and what attitudes and values people
adopt (Newcomb, 1952). Group norms can support and liberate members so
that each one can react as one personally feels (Asch, 1952, Milgram, 1965).
Finally, they greatly influence how students and teachers will behave in the
classroom and during instructional activities.
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It is evident that the norms develop in student peer groups may !lelp or

hinder the educational process. Coleman (1961) found in a survey of 10

midwestern high schools that the student norms valued athletic achievement

over academic success. Ir. the.schools,where these norms were most powe

'ful, the students who endorsed academic values were not the most intelli-

gent but were the ones most willing to work hard at an activity that was
relatively unrewarded by their peers. Orth (1963) in a study of the Harvard

Graduate School of Business found that the greatest number of.overachiev-

ers were io a student subgroup that endorsed academic values, whereas the

greatest number of underachievers were in a student subgroup that was

nonacademically oriented. Hargreaves (1967) found that while some ski;

dent informal peer groups valued academic achievement and looked down

upon "mucking.around in class," other student informal peer groups valued

obstructing teachers so that less material was covered in class and looked

down upon students who cooperated with teachers efforts to instruct. In one

informal peer group truancy was encouraged, physical:violence was used

against students who cooperated with teachers, and destruction of school

property s valued. Other studies in both educational (Hughes, Becker, &

Geer, 1962) and industrial (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939) settings suggest

that informal peer group norms can influence members to achieve at a lower

level than is desired by the organization. ft is not uncommon for informal

v2er group norms among students to explicitly express disapproval towards

those who achieve too high or who overexert themselves for grades (don't be

a "curve-breaker"). Yet when teachers can successfully initiate classroom

norms valuing high achievement and cooperation with the instructional

program, a positive classroom climate can result.
Traditionally, schools in the United States have chosen not to utilize

group norms systematically as a way to increase student achievement and

control disruptive student behavior. Consequently, peer group norms have

ofren hindered academic efforts. Yet the systematic use of peer group norms

have been successfully used to resocialize delinquents (Pitnick, et al., 1966;

Empey & Rabow, 1961; McCorkle, Elias, & Bixby, 1958), drug addicts

(Yablonsky, 1962), and alcoholics. Consciously changing peer group norms

has also been shown to eliminatediscipline problems ('ippitt, 1964). One of

the major advantages of structuring learning goals cooperatively (is com-

pared with competitively and individualistically) is that the peer group

norms will encourage achievement and involvement in instructional activi

lies (Bronfenbrenner, 1962; Deutsch, 1949; DeVries & Edwards, 1974;
DeVries, Edwards, & Wells, 1974; DeVries, Muse, & Wells, 1971; Huften,

1974; Spilerman, 1971; Haines & McKeachie, 1967), as well as more

on-task, studying behavior and less off-task, apathetic, nonstudying, and

disruptive behaviors on the part of students (Wodarski et al., 1973; DeVries,

Edwards, & Wells, 1,.../4a). 118
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GROUP SIZE

The number of students within a. class or learning group has several
important implic ions for academic achievement, cognitive and social
development, an general socialization. Although optimum group size de-
pends on the grou 's task, composition of members, time available, level of
social skills of stu ents, and many other factors, some of the more important
aspects of group size are as follows:

1. As the size of the group increases, the total esources of the group
increases, but not the usable resources (Deutsch, 1969; Thomas & Fink,
1963). The range of abilities; expertise, and skills that are available to the
group increases with the increasing group size, as well as the sheer number
of "hands" that are available for acquiring and processing information. The
usable resource per member, however, will often increase at a slower rate
than will the total resources and often will,, beyond a certain, point, not
increase at all. Adding a new member to a group of three will have more
impact, foi example, than adding a new member to a group of thirty.

2. As the size of the group increases, the heterogeneity among mem-
bers will also increase. The probability that any given characteristic will
appear increases as the size of the group increases, but the probability that
all members have a given characteristic decreases as the size of the group

increases.
3. As the size of the group increases, the opportunity for individual

participation and reward decreases. The larger the group, the less opportu-
nity each student has to participate in a discussion, the greater the feelings of
threat and the greater the inhibition of impulses to participate, and the more
a few members will dominate (Bales, Strodtbeck, Mills, & Roseborough,
1951; Gibb, 1951; Stephan & Mishler, 1952). Barker and Gump (1964)
found that as school size increases, individual participation in high school
life decreases.

4. As the size of the group increases, the more the member's energy

will have to be directed towards coordinating and assembling the contribu-
tions of the individual members (Deutsch, 1969).

5. As the size of the group increases, the less liked, supported, and
valued individual members will be, and the greater the absenteeism, formal-
ity, conflict, and dissatisfaction with the group (Baemgartel & Sobol, 1959;
Cleland, 1955; Katz, 1949; O'Dell, 1968; Slater, 1938). Olson (1971) found

that as class size became larger, interpersonal regard among students de-

creased.
6. As the size of the group increases, the clarity of hember's percep-

tions of each other's degree of mastery of the material being lea; ied will
decrease.
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Steiner (1972) argues that the type of task interacts with group size, so

that in additive tasks (i.e., the outcome is the' result of some combination of

individual eff6rts) and disjunctive tasks (i.e., the outcome depends on at least

one group member successfolly performing the task) achievement will in-

crease as !'le size of the group increases. But or conjunctive tasks (i.e., the

outcome depends-on everyone in the group accomplishing the task) perfor-

mance may go down as,group siie :ocreases. There are several studies that

suggest that class size makes no difference in student achievement, but Sitkei

9611) stresses that there are twice as many studies that favor smaller clvv.es

over larger classes than vice versa. In a recent review of the research, Class

and Smith (1978) conducted a meta-analysi& of the research on class size

and achievement and, when the well-controlled studies were separated

from the poorly controlled studies, a clear relationship between class size

and achievement was demonstrated. They found that achievement increases

dramatically as class size decreases from above 20 to 2. Since it does not

seem realistic to recommend that class size in American schools he reduced

to under 5, 10, or even 15 students, Glass and Smith's findings may imply

that more instruction should take place in small learning groups.ra:her than

with an entire class as a whole.
Taken in its entirety, the evidence concerning .group size indicates that

the optitital size of learning groups within the classroom might be Iron 4 to 6

members. Such a group is large enough that enough diversity and resources

are present to facilitate achievement, and is small enough that everyone's

reosurces are utilized, everyone will participate and receive rewards for their

contributions. This size group also minimizes the energy needed to coordi-

nate members' contributions, acceptance and support is highlighted, and the

achievement level of each student is clearly perceived by other group

members. When students are very young, however, ar when there is a

marked lack of the social skills necessary for workiilg productively with

other students, pairs and triads may be more productive than larger groups.

GROUP PROCESSES AND THE
COGNITIVE SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL
VIEW OF LEARNING

In the first chapter a cognitive social-psychological view of learning is

presented that emphasizes as a primary determinant of behavior the informa-

tion concerning appropriate behavior gained from interaction with others.

There are two ways in which messages concerning appropriate behavior are

sent by significant others; directly through expectations and indirectly

through structural influentes such as the goal structure of the situation and
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. ,

the situational norms. There can be little doubt that developmentally, peers
becornethicreasingly important influences on 'stuck:nisi behavior and

.195 as students grow older and become more and more independent of
adults. Despite the prevailing concentration on adult-child relationships in
education, it is the messages from peers that in most.cases students choose to
vend :43, believe, and incorporate-tnto their decisions.

The group processes of the classroom deterkne the indirect influences
`(M1 students' perceptions of what is adpropria:Libehavior. By definition group
norms communicate such expectations. Of equal importance is the goal

'structure of the situation. Watson and Johnson (1972) highlight the impor-
tance of situational structure in the Structure-Process-Attitude theory of
attitude change. Eacjj Baal structure implies certain patterns of behavior that
are expressed definition of the ktudent role. The rote of the-student
includes facilitating each other's learning in the cooperative situation, frus-
trating each other's learning in the col petitive situation, and ignoring each
other's learning ip the individualistic situatien. Such role expectations de-
termine how students interact with classtnates. The interaction patterns
determine what information is received from peers and the value attached to
the information, as well as achievement and other instructional outcomes.
Especially important to learning Is the feedback trona peers in kcooperative
situation that achievement-oriented behavior is desired and appropriate, as
compared to the peer feedback that off-task, nonachievement-oriented be-
havior is appropriate in the competitive situation. Goal structures establish
role expectations as how students should behave, and in the process of
carrying out the role, the information they receive and the value they attach
to the information are affected. Cooperative interaction, furthermore,
strengthens the positiveness of relationships among students, thus increasing
the importance of peer feedback concerning appropriate behavior. In es-
sence, the goal structure influences students' perceptions of appropriate
behavior and affects the probability that students place on the likelihood of
being able to fulfill such needs as affiliation and belonging. Thus, the
evidence reviewed in this chapter indicates that the nature of student- -

student interaction and group dynamics affects the quality and quantity of
perceived messages from others regarding appropriate or expected 1,.thavior,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Teaching and learning do no. typically take place within a dyadic
relationship between an adult and a child. Students' learning takes place
within a network or relationships with peers, and it is these relationships that
form the context within which all learning takes place. Student-student
relationships are an important and vital aspect of classroom learning and

121

,

0

4. CROUP PROCESSES 157
.

students'. development and socialization. There is considerable evidence
that peer relationships within the classroom contribute to general socializa-

lion, developnient of social competencies and general psychological heal h,

management of agressive impulses, socialization of sex toles, internaliz ion

of values, acquisition of perspective-taking abilities, and achievethent: Con-
structive peer relationships, however, do not take place automatically; They

must be characterized by acceptance, liking, and support.
In order to ensure that accepting and supportive student-student rela-

tionships are developed, teachers may control the group dynamics affecting

the interaction among students. There are several 'spects of group dynamics

that are important for such a purpose:

i . The structure ol learning goals. It is important that students be primarily
placed in cooperativi learning groups .,and that competitive and indi-
vidualistic learning-are used sparingly.

2. The way in which controversies are managed. It is important that con-
troversies be structured by' the teacher in ways that ensure their construc-

tive resolution. .

3. The heterogeneity among students. It is important that students have the
opportunity to interact with diverse peers with different perspectives,

attitudes, backgniunds, abilities, and opinions, and of different ages.

4. The classroom norms. It is important that the norms of the classroom

support achievement and appropriate behavior by students.
5. The -size of the learning groups. It is important that the learning groups be

large enough so that needed resources and diversity are present, but

small enough so that everyone's resources are fully utilized, participation
is high, acceptance and support of all Members is possible, coordinatiop

is easy, and individual accountability for learning is feasible.
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The Social Integration Of Handicapped Students

Into The Mainstream

Roger Johnson and David W. Johnson

University of Minnesota

At the door of the classroom Carl stopped d glanced

anxiously at the busy hum of students clearing their desks

in preparation for math. The special education teacher

escorting Carl to the classroom turned and looked intently

at the child, a trace 9f az4ety appearing on her face

also as she took Carl by the hand and entered the class-
.

%

roam. Carl unobtrusively slipped into a desk at the back'

of the classroom as the special education teacher chatted

for a moment with the regular classroom teacher.
.

Will I be liked? Will I be rejected? Will other students ignore me?

These are'questions that Carl is asking himself. Such questions are at

the heart of successful mainstreaming--the integration of students with

intellectuals emotional, and physical handicaps into the regular classroom.

For the past several years, weiiave been investigating procedures

regular classroom teachers can use to insure that mainstreaming is a sue-
,

case. We begin with three assumptions: (a) that it is unfair and un-

realistic to ask regular classroom teachers to become experts in special

education; (b) that any teaching strategy implemented in the regular class-

room to facilitate the integration of handicapped students should benefit

1.3
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the education of all students, not just those with special learning needs;

and' (c), that building poiitive relationships. between handicapped and

twirmal-progress students is the first priority of mainstreaming. It is
,q

whe!. handicapped students are liked, accepted, and chosen as friends that

mainstreaming becomes a positive influence on the lives of both handicapped

and normal-progress students.

Why is the integration of handicapped students into the regular class-

room taking place? The purpose is to structure. the classroom learning in

such a way that

1. friendships are -farmed between handicapped and normal-

progress students;

2. the social 'skills of all students, are promoted;

3. the self-esteem of"all students is enhanced, And

4. the achievement of all students is maximized:.

Sound great? Can it be accomplished by just placing handicapped students

in the regular classroom and letting life proceed as always? No, it can't.
3 A

Placing handicapped students in the regular classroom is the beginning

of an opportunity. But, like all opportunitie7, it carries the risk of

making things worse as well as the possibility of making things better. If
I

things go badly, handicapped students will U6 stigmatized, stereotyped, and
I

rejected. Even worse, they may be ignored/or treated with the paternalistic
.'

care one reserves for pets. If things go!well, however, true friendships

and positive relationships may develop between the normal-progress and

handicapped students. What does the regular classroom teachar do to ensure

that mainstreaming goes well? The answer goes beyond explanations of the law;

13
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aduItional forms to be completed; extra meetings to attend; or lectures on

various learning, emotional, and physical disabilities.

What is needed is an understanding of how the process of acceptance

works in a classroom setting and an understanding of the specified teaching

strategies that help to build positive relationships between handicapped

and normal- progress students as they attend the.regular classroom together.

This chapter defines mainstreaming, cacognizing the relationship between

handicapped and nonhandicapped students as a key issue; presents the

process of social judgment as highlighting the difference between acccp-.

tance and rejection of handicapped students; and details the specific

strategies for cietting up heterogeneous cooperative groups of handicapped

and nonhandtcapped students to encourage acceptance, friendships, and

higher achievement. First, the rationale for mainstreaming and a definition

are necessary.

Rationale for Mainstreaming

The current emphasis on mainstreaming was brought about by a series of

factors including the following (Telford & Sawrey, 1977):

1. The failure of research studies to establish the effectiveness

of special classes for the handicapped.

2. A realization of the inadequacy of medically and psychdlogically

defined diagnostic categories for educational purposus.

3. EViderice that factors irrelevant to education and aptitude, such

as social class, race, personality, and manageability, were in-

fluencing special class placement.

4. Documentation of the deleterious effects of stigmatization.

138
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In addition, Johnson (1979) noted that all students need

school resources, and that the heAlthy social development

students requires that they be part of the mainstream of

equal access to

of handicapped

the social life of

01

same age nonhandicapped children and adolescents.

Access to Resources

School resources include both the huMan and material elements that can

influence achievement and socialization (Johnson, 1979). These resources

may be access to highly motivated peers, specific socialization processes,

counselor3, or aspects of the curriculum and instructional programs. One

of the most important resources within the school is peers who encourage

educational aspirations, achievement, and appropriate social behavior. By

placing students in different classes or in different tracks during high

school, educators determine who has access to whom in terms of student-

student relationships. Assignment to different tracks in high school has

been found to influence directly and indirectly educational aspirations,

academic self-concept, orientation toward intelleCtualism, whin is picked as

friends, and who one wants to be like (Alexander & McDill, 1976; Karweit,

1976). Even encouragement to use school counselors and actual visits to

counselors has been found to relate with whether one is placed in a collage

preparatory track (Heyns, 1974).

Long-Term Social Development

In order to develop piychologically, handicapped students must have the

normal life experiences of members of our society, such as going to parties

and dances, taking buses, shopping, and dating (Johnson, 1979). These

13s
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experiences usually are obtained in an adolescent peer group as part,of the

process of adjusting to physic.l and social maturity. If handicapped chil-

dren and-adolescants-are-segregated-throughout-their-school-livesl_how will ,

they develop the,ftiends they need during adolescence? Gordon (1969) noted

that one of the most serious problems handicapped children manifest, par-

ticularly as they grow into adolescence, is the lack of friends. He implied

that one cause 6or the lack of friends is the lack of social skills gained

in day-to-day interaction with nonhandicapped peers. Siegel (1969) con-

sidered the major characteristic of older populations of handicapped stu-

dents to be their lack of social skills. The isolation from and lack of

positive interaction with nonhandicapped peers is, perhaps, the most de-

structive aspect of the lives of handicapped students.

Integration into the Mainstream

Any definition that does not include the premise that mainstreaming

should be conducted to maximize the likelihood of handicapped students'

access to constructive interactions with nonhandicapped peers and normal

life experiences is incomplete. Placing a handicapped student in the cor-

ner of a classroom and providing individualistiearning experiences is

not effective mainstreaming. Mainstreaming.is suCCessful only if it in-
.

eludes the integration of handicapped students into friendships with non-

handicapped peers (Johnson, 1979; Johnson & Johnson, 1978). Thus, a com-

plete definition of mainstreaming is as follows:

Mainstreaming is uhe provision of an appropriate educational

opportunity for all handicapped students in the least

14 o
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restrictive alternative, based on .individualized educe,-

tional programs, with procedural safeguards and parent

involvement, and aimed at providing handicapped students

With-iediiii-to end-constructive-interaction-with non---

handicapped peers.

What does the mainstreamed classroom look like? Exceptional students

spend most of the day in regular classrooms,, leaviag 'occasionally to go to

a resource room or resource center for educational assessments, individual

tutoring, or small-group instruction, or to pick up and deliver assignments

prepared by the resource teacher but completed in the regular classroom.

The resource teacher and the regular classroom teacher, working as a team,

may schedule a ctudent to use the resource center for a few minutes or

several hours, depending on the student's learning needs. The regular

classroom teacher and the resource teacher share responsibility for the

learning and socialization of exceptional students, and both take an active

instructional role. The exceptional students spend more than half the day

in regular classes. While the regular classroom teacher is responsible for

grades and report cards, she usually consults with the resource teacher in

grading exceptional students.

Some problems with mainstreaming have yet to be solved. Too often,

special education programs are dropped and students simply are returned to

the same classrooms from which they were originally referred for special

help. Such a pactice does not allow for the fact that these students have

learning problems and, in the past, failed to learn in the regular class-

room. It is not doing handicapped students a favor to throw them back into

14j
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a pool of normal learners and let them sink or wwim there. Regular class-

room teachers are not receiving additional training in.the instructional

strategics necessary for effective mainstreaming.

One other point needs to be made about students' access to each other

in the classroom: It is effective and proper for classroom teachers to hold

a broad definition of mainstreaming when it comes to interactions within the

classroom. The "very quiet" student sitting by the window, the very bright

child sitting near the front, the disruptive student at the back, and the

responsible, "average" student seated in the middle of the room all need

to be mainstreamed in the classroom setting right along with handicapped

students. A21 students gain by being part of a classroom climate empha-

sizing the building of accepting, helping and caring relationships.

..

Learning outcomes for all students are discussed briefly in a later section

of this chapter. For the moment, let us turn to one of the initial problems

in mainstreaming--the attitudes of nonhandicapped students toward their

handicapped peers.

Attitudes Toward Handicapped Peers

Underlying the movement to integrate handicapped students into the

regular classroom are the assumptions that labeling will be reduced when

handicapped students are not physically separated from the regular class-

room (Flynn, 1974), the stigma attached to handicaps will be reduced (Dunn,

1968), negative stereotyping will be diminished through increased contact

between handicapped and nonhandicapped students (Christopolos & Renz, 1969;

Fischer & Rizzo, 1974), and handicapped students will have equal access to

144



"' - -;

Johnson & Johnson - 8 -

the social resources required for maximal achievement and healthy social

and cognitive development (Johnson, 1979a). Whether or not these goals are

achieved depends on the pattern of interaction that teachers structure be-

tween handicapped and nonhandllapped students.

Much of the traditional research on attitude change has focused on

isolated and temporary experiences in which people are exposed to a cingle

communication aimed at influencing them in a certain way. The mainstreaming

situation, in which students interact with each other over a period of

months and even years, is considerably more complex. Negative attitudes

toward handicapped peers exist before mainstreaming begins and first im-

pressions and the labeling process reinforce such stigmacization; but it is

the actual interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students that

determines whether a process of acceptance or,rejection will mitigate or

strengthen the rejection of handicapped peers.

The process of making social judgments about handicapped peers is

reflected in Figure 1 and can be described as follows:

1. Original negative attitudes are based on the general stigmatiza-

tion of handicaps by society at large.

2. An initial impression is made on the basis of initial actions and

perceived characteristics of the handicapped students.

3. Categories classifying the handicapped students' characteristics

are formed with labels being attached to each category.

4. Interaction with the handicapped students occurs; it is of great

importance whether that interaction takes place within a context

of positive, negative, or no interdependence.

14:
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5. Depending on the social contest within which interaction takes

place, a process of acceptance or rejection.occurs.

6. The process of acceptance results from interaction within a con-

text of positive goal interdependence, which furthers promotiVe

interaction and feelings of acceptance and psychological safety,

differentiated, dynamic, realistic views of collaborators and

self, positive cathexis toward others and self, and expectations

for rewarding and enjoyable future interactios, with classmates..

7. The process of rejection results from interaction within a con-

text of negative or no7goal interdependence; negative goal inter-

dependence promotes appositional interaction and feelings of psy-

chological rejection and threat, and no-goal interdependence re-

. sults in no interaction with peers; both lead to monopolistic,

static; and stereotyped views of classmates; negative cathexis

toward others and self; and expectations for distasteful and un-

pleasant future interaction with other students.

. With further interaction, the process of acceptance or rejection

may be repeated.

A closer look at key aspects of this process is warranted.

What is Stigmatization?

Coffman (1963) defined a stigma, as a deeply discrediting attribute of

an individual. Goffman's work represents the only major theoretical work

in the area of stigmatization. He distinguished between an individual's

"virtual social identify," which is the character imputed to the individual

by society, and "actual social idi.atity," which reflects the person's true
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identity. It is virtual social identity that carries the discrediting

connotation. According to Coffman, three types of stigma can be identified:

(a) physical disabilities, (b) character disorderi, and (c) tribal stigmas,

such as ethnic membership or religious affiliation which is transmitted

through the family and affects. all members. When individuals have a stigma

that is highly visible, simple proximity to others causes their stigma to

be known. And certain stigmas (such as mental retardation) may be viewed

by nonhandicapped students as disqualifying the handicapped students from

certain activities (e.g., academic work). To the extent; that a handicap

disqualifies students from major activities in the cladsroom, it influences

the handicapped students' acceptability to nonhandicapped peers. Finally,

some stigmas may interfere with interactions with nonhandicapped peers

(e.g., deafness, blindness, and nonambulance), thus being quite obtrusive

and leading to a lack of opportunity to reduce rejection. These three

aspects of the visibility of the stigma (readily apparent, disqualifying,

and obtrusive) all affect the strength of the feelings of nonhandicapped

students (Abelson, 1976). For most handicapped students, stigmatization

has taken place before mainstreaming occurs.

When handicapped students are first placed in the regular classroom,

there can be little doubt that nonhandicapped peers will originally have

negative attitudes toward them that reflects the process of stigmatization.

A variety of research studies indicates that students who are perceived as

Handicapped by nonhandicapped students are viewed in negative and prejudiced

ways, whether or not the handicapped chi:dren and adolescents are in the

same or separate classrooms (Goodman, Gottlieb, & Harrison, 1972; Gottlieb
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& Budoff, 1973; Gottlieb & Davis, 1973; Jaffe, 1966; Johnson, 1950; Johnson

& Kirk, 1950; Heber, 1956;Miller, 1956; Novak, 1975; Rucker, Howe, &

. Snider, 1969)..

How ate Impressions Formed?
/0

The second step in making social judgments about handicapped peers

begins with the formation of an initial impression when they enter the

claesrJom. One's cognitive representations of what another person is like

are greatly influenced by the first few minutes of proximity (Heider, 1958;

Kelley, 1973). First impressions can be strong and'resistant to change,

eves with the introduction of contradictory information (Watson & Johnson,

1972). The formation of an impression:of another person occurs through

perceiving initial actions and appearances and generalizing from these

initial impressions to the person's total personality(Asch,1952). Three

important aspects of first impressions need to be taken into account:

(a) the primary potency of being handicapped, (b) the number of character-

istics included in the impression, and (c) the dynamism of the impression.

Some characteristics are more important than others in forming An

initial impression. Asch (1952) designated some characteristics as central

and others as peripheral; and Allport (1954) designated the characteristics

that overshadow much observed behavior as of primary potency. It is impor-

tant to note that even when nonhandicapped students have a great deal of

information available about a handicapped peer, the characteristic "handi-

capped" may dominate initial impressions. And such characteristics as phy-

sical attracniveness (Berscheid & Walster, 1974) and perceived similarity to

oneself (Taylor & Kowiumake, 1976) have been found to be of primary potency.

14/
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Impressions may be classified as either differentiated or monopolistic

on the basis.of the number of characteristics included in the impression

and the way the impression is influenced by the requirements of a given

situation. A differentiated impression includes many different character-

istics which are weighted differently in different situations. When only a

few characteristics are perceived sad they are weighted the same in all

situations, a monopolistic exists. According to Allport (1954),

humans operate under the "principle of least effort," which means that

monopolistic impressions are easier to form and maintain than differen- °

tiated impressions.

Finally; differentiated impressions, by their very nature, are in a

dynamic state of change because of their tentativeness and the differential

weighting of characteristics according to the current situation. Monopolis-

tic impressions, by their very nature,. are static due. to their rigid

weighting of a few characteristics of primary potency regardless of the

demands of the current situation.,

AS one forms-.-an impression of another person, one' inevitably cate-

gorizes and then labels aspects of the other's appearance and actions. It

is to the issues of categorization and labeling that we now turn.

How Does Categorization and Labeling Function?

When nonhandicapped students form an impression of mainstreamed handi-

capped peers, they categorize the hanlicapped students' characteristics,

attach a label to each category, and form'a conceptual structure that or-

ganizes the overall impression, as with all perception and learning. Cate-

gorizing and labeling are natural aspects of human learning, thought, and
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memory (Johnson, 1979), but. the way in which nonhandicapped students cate-

gorize, label and organi2.4 their impressions of handicapped peers hos im-

portant influences on mainstreaming. Catezorization and labeling may lead

to differentiated, dynamic, and realistic impressions, or it may lead to

errors based.on rigid stereotypes.

Labels are a way of consolidating information in one easily re-
%

trievable term. And labels inevitably carry evaluative connotations as

well as denotative meanings. Although labeling is inevitable,labels,

applied to handicapped peers may have negative effects by emphasizing

monopolistic categories of primary potency that carry stigmas, by encouraging

treatment only in terms of handicaps, and by assigning handicapped students

to a low-power position.

Combs and Harper (1967) have shown that certain groups, such as pziy-

chopathic, schizophrenic, and cerebral palsied children, were rated more

negatively by teachers when labeled than when unlabeled. Teachers algo

held lower expectations for performance from students labeled "culturally

deprived" or "juvenile delinquent" (Jones, 1972; Kelley, 1972). Labels,

furthermore, often define power relationships between .the labeler and the

labeled, placing the labeled in a low-power position.

What Kinds of Interaction Between Nonhand!capped and Handicapped Students

are Desirable?

Whan mainstreaming begins and handicapped students enter the regular

classroom, in the initial interactions nonhandicapped students form an im-

pression of their handicapped classmates, categorize the observable char-

acteristics, and attach labels to the categories. The labels of "mentally

14J
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retarded," "learning disabled," "emotionally disturbed," ?hearing imparied,"

and so forth, have negative connotations that carry stigmas. From the be-

ginning, therefore, handicapped students are perceived somewhat negatively,

and this perception sets up the strong possibility of a process of rejection
.

by nonhandicapped peers.

Physical proximity between handicapped and nonhandicapped students

created by placing them in the same classroom is the beginning of an bppor-

tunity, but like all opportunities, it carries a risk of making things

worse as well as the possibility of making things bitter. Physical prox-

imity does not mean that stigmatization, stereotyping, and rejection.of

handicapped peers by nonhandicapped students will automatically result, or

that handicapped students will automatically be included in the peer rela-

tionships with nonhandicapped classmates necessary for maximal achievement

and healthy social development. Several studies indicate that placing

handicapped and nonhandicapped students in close physical proximity (e.g.,

the same classroom) may increase nonhandicapped students' prejudice toward

and stereotyping and resection of their handicapped peers (Goodman, Gottlieb,

& Harrison, 1972; Gottlieb & Budoff, 1973; Gottlieb, Cohen, & Goldstein,

1974; Zeno, et al., 1974; Panda & Bartel, 1972). On the other hand, there

is also evidence that placing handicapped and nonhandicapped students in

the same classroom may result in more positive attitudes of nonhandicapped

students toward their handicapped peers (Ballard, Corman, Gottlieb, &

Kaufman, 1977; Higgs, 1975; Jaffe, 1966; Lapp, 1957; Shears, 1974; Wechlser,

Suarez, & McFadden, 1975). This contradictory evidence is consistent with

previous research on ethnic integration, which icdicates that while contact
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between stigmatized and nonstigmatized tudents may be a, necessary condition

for reducing prejudice and rejection, it is'not a sufficient"one (Gerard &

Miller, 1975; Harding, et al., 1969; Shaw, 1973; Watson & JohnSon, 1972;

Wolf & Simon, 1975).

During the initial interaction between nonhandicapped and handicapped

classmates, furthermore, the nonhandicapped students may feel discomfort and

show "interaction strain." Siller and Chipman (1967), Whiteman and Lukoff

(1967), and Jones (1970) found that physically nonhandicapped persons re-

ported discomfort and uncertainty in interacting with physically handicapped

peers. Mack and his associates provide evidence indicating that nonhandi-

capped indidivuals interacting with a physically handicapped (as opposed to

physically nonhandicapped) person exhibited greater motoric inhibition

(Kleck, 1968); greater physiologiCal arousal (Kleck, 1966); less variability

in their behavior, terminated interaction sooner, expressed opinions that

were not representative of their actual beliefs, and reported discomfort in

the interaction (Kleck, Ono, & Hastorf, 1966); and in the case of 'a person

said to have epilepsy, maintained greater physical distance (Kleek, et al.,

1968). Jones (1970), furthermore, found that nonhandicapped college students

who performed a learning task in the presence of a blind confederate (as

opposed to a sighted confederate) reported stronger beliefs that they would

have performed better on the task if the blind person had not,been present,

even'when the actual performance data indicated that the presence of a

blind or sighted person had no significant effects on the college students'

achievement. The discomfort many nonhandicapped students seem, feel when

initially interacting with a handicapped peer may add to the risk that a

15!
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monopolistic, static, and overly simplified view of handicapped peers as

being stigmatized may dominate relationships between the two groups of stu-

dents when handicapped students are mainstreamed into the regular classroom.

Whether interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students

results in a process of acceptance or rejection is determined by the type

on interdependence among students' learning goals and rewards which is

structured by the teacher. Within any learning situation, a teacher can

structure positive goal interdependence (i.e., cooperation), negative goal

interdependence (i.e., competition), or no goal interdependence (i.e.,

individualistic efforts) (Johnson & Johnson, 1975). In a cooperative

learning situation, students',goal attainment is positively correlated and

students coordinate their actions to achieve the goal. Students can achieve

their learning goal ii, and only if, the other students with whom. they are

cooperatiVely linked achieve their learning goal. In a competitive

learning situation, students' goal attainment is negatively correlated and

one student can obtain his/her goal only if the other students with whom he/

she is competitively linked fail to obtain their learning goal. In an

individualistic learning situation, the goal achievement of each student is

unrelated to the goal attainment of others; there is no correlation among

students' goal attainment. Students' success are contingent on their own

performance irrespective of-the quality of performance of others.

Student-Student Interaction

Each goal structure promotes a different pattern of interaction among

students. Aspects of student-student interaction important for learning

(Johnson & Johnson, 1975) are accurate communication and exchange of
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information, facilitation of each other's efforts to achieve, constructive

conflict management, peer pressures toward achievement, decreased. fear of

failur4, divergent thinking, acceptance and support by peers, use of other's

resources, trust, and emotional involvement in and commitment to learning.

A summary of the research findings on the relations between the three goal

structures and these aspects .of student-student interaction is presented in

Table 1 (for specific references, see Johnson & Johnson, 1975, 1978). Coopera-

tion provides opportunities for positive interaction among students, while

competition promotes cautious and defensive student-student interaction

(except under very limited conditions). When students are in an individual-

istic goal structure, they work by themselves to master the skill or

knowledge assigned, without interacting with other students.

In the ideal classroom all three goal structures are used appropriately.

All students learn how to work cooperatively with other students, compete

for fun and enjoyment, and work autonomously. Most of the time, however,

students work on instructional tasks within the goal structure that is most

productive for the type of task and the cogia ive and affective outcomes

desired. The teacher decides which goal structure to implement within each

instructional activity. The way in which teachers structure learning goals

determines how students interact with each other and with the teacher. The

interaction patterns, in turn, determine the cognitive and affective out -

comes of instruction. When teachers wish to promote positive interaction

among students, a cooperative goal structure is used, and competitive and

individualistic goal structures are avoided. The obvious conclusion is

that positive mainstreaming is facilitated by the cooperative interaction
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pattern.and hindered by the competition of individualism. Let us look at the

processes of acceptance and rejection for further clarification of this con-

Cooperation

Table 1

Goal Structures and Interpersonal Processes

Affecting Learning

Competition Individualism

High interaction

Effective communication

Facilitation of other's
achievement: helpling,
sharing tutoring

Peer influence towards
achievement

Problem-solving conflict
management

High divergent and risk-
taking thinking

High trust

High acceptance and sup-
port by peers

High emotional involve-
ment in and commitment
to learning by almost
all students

High utilization of
resources of other
students

Division of labor possible

Decreased fear of failure

Low interaction

No, misleading, or
threatening, communication

Obstruction of other's
achievement

Peer influence against
achievement

Win-lose conflict manage-
ment

Low divergent and risk-
taking thinking

Low trust

Low acceptance and sup-
port by peers

High emotional involve-
ment in and commitment
to learning by the few
students who have a
Chance to win

No utilization of resources
of other students

Division of labor impossible

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

N o interaction

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

No interaction

Increased fear of failure No interaction

15,1
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Process of Acceptance

The process of acceptance (see Figure 1) begins with handicapped and

nonhandicapped students being placed in small, heterogeneous learning groups

and given the assignment of completing a lesson as a group, making sure that

all members master the assigned work. In other words, a positive interdepen-

dence is structured among students' learning goals. There is a great deal

of research comparing the effects of cooperative, competitive, and indii

vidualis tic learning (Johnson & Johnson, 1975, 1978). Compared with com-

petitive and individualistic learning situations, working cooperatively

with peers

1. creates a pattern of promotive interaction, in which there is

a. more direct face-to-face interaction among students;

b. an expectation that one's peers will facilitate one's learning;

c. more peer pressure toward achievement and appropriate classroom

behavior;

d. more reciprocal communication and fewer difficulties in color-

municating with each other;

e. more actual helping, tutoring, assisting, and general facili-

tation of each other's learning;

f. more open-mindedness to peers and willingness to be influenced

by their ideas and information;

g. more positive feedback to and reinforcement of each other;

h. less hostility, both verbal and physical, expressed towards

peers;

1 5
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2. .creates perceptions and feelings of

a. higher trust in other students;

b. more.mutual concern and friendliness for other students, more

attentiveness to peers, more feelings of obligation to and

responsibility for classmates, and desire to win the respect

of other students;

c. stronger beliefs that one is liked, supported, and accepted

by other students, and that other students care about how

much one learns and want to help one learn;

d. lower fear of failure and higher psychological safety;

e. higher valuing of classmates; and

f. greater feelings of success.

Positive goal interdependence creates the above patter of promotive

interaction and psychological states which, in turn, tend to create (a)

differentiated, dynamic, and realistic impressions of handicapped class-

mates by nonhandicapped students and (b) a positive cathexis toward others

and oneself.

Labeled handicaps lose their primary potency when a view of the handi-

capped peer as a person becomes highly differentiated, dynamic, and

realistic. A differentiated, dynamic impression includes many different

categories; each category is assigned a weight as to its importance

according to the demands of any specific situation, and the weight or

salience of each category changes as the requirements of a situation change.

New information concerning the handicapped peers is admitted to one's im-

pression as it becomes relevant. Thus, if a peer is visually impaired, this
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category may be noted when the group is trying to read what the teacher

has written on the blackboard, but it will be forgotten when the group is

discussing the materials under study. The conceptualization of the handi-

capped peer stays in a dynamic state of change, open to modification with

new information, and takes into account situational factors.

As nonhandicapped students work/closely with handicapped peers, the

boundaries of the handicap become more and more clear. While hatidicapped

students may be able to hide the extent of their disability when they are

isolated, the intensive promotive interaction under positive goal inter-

dependence promotes a realistic as well as differentiated view of the

handicapped students and their disabilities. If a handicapped member of a

learning group cannot read or speak clearly, the other members of the

learning group become highly aware of that fact. With the realistic per-

ception, aowever, there also comes a decrease.in the primary potency of

the handicap and a decrease in the stigmatization connected with the

handicapped person.

A direct consequence of cooperative experiences is a positive cathexis

in which (Deutsch, 1949, 1962; Johnson & Johnson, 1975, 1978)

1. the positive value attached to another person's efforts to help

one achieve one's goals becomes generalized to the person, and

2. students positively cathect to their own actions aimed at

achieving the joint goal and generalize that value to themselves

as persons.

In other words, the acceptance of and liking for handicapped peers by non-,

handicapped students increase when interaction occurs within a context of

15/
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positive goal interdependence, and the self-attitudes of handicapped stu-

dents become more positive.

'Process of Rejection

The process of rejection is also described in Figure 1. When handi-

capped students are first placed in the classroom they carry a social

stigma that dominates initial impressions and leads to the formation of

monomoplistic stereotypes which are static and overshadow much observed

behavior. This initial tendency toward the rejection of handicapped stu-

dents by nonhandicapped peers is perpetuated by instructing students to

work alone with the purpose of either outperforming their peers (competition)

or meeting a set criterion (individualistic efforts).

When interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students takes

place within a context of negative goal interdetlendence,'compared with

cooperative learning activities (Johnson, 1975, 1978)

1. there is a pattern of oppositional interaction in which students

a. have little face-to-face interaction;

b. expect peers to frustrate the achievement of their learning

goals;

c. face peer pressure against achievement and appropriate

classroom behavior;

d. communicate inaccurate information and frequently misunder-

stand each other;

e. are closed-minded to and unwilling to be influenced by peers;

f. give each other negative feedback; and

g. express verbal and physical hostility toward peers;
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2. there are perceptions and feelings of

a. distrust for other students;

b. higher fear of failure and more feelings of failure; ,

c. less mutual concern and feelings of responsibility for peers;

d. being rejected and disliked by classmates.

Negative goal interdependence creates the above patterns of opposi-

tional interaction and psychological states which, in turn, create (a) mono-

polistic, static, and oversimplified impressions of. handicapped classmates

by not handicapped students, and (b) negative feelings toward others and

oneself.

When interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students takes

place within a contest of no goal interdependence, students are instructed

to work on their own, without interacting with other students, with their

own materials, and on goals that are independent frcom the learning goals ef

other students. In such a.situation, there is no interaction among students

and no structured interconnection with peers. The independence of students

during learning activities creates (a) monopolistic, static, and over-

simplified impressions of handidapped classmates by nonhandicapped students,

and (b) negative feelings toward others and oneself.

Both competitive and individualistic learning activities provide little

or no information about handicapped peers, thus allowing initial stereo-

types to continue. What little information is available is likely to con-

firm existing stereotypes that handicapped peers are "losers." The

boundaries of the handicap are .not clarified.

15J
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A direct consequence of competitive experiences is negative attitudes

in which (Deutsch, 1949, 1962; Johnson & Johnson, 1975, 1978)

1. the negative value attached to a classmate's efforts to achieve

becomes generalized to them as peciple (because if they "win," you

"lose") , and .

2. students feel negative about their, own actions when they lose and

they generalize the negative evaluation to themselves as persons

(in the usual classroom, achievement hierarchies are relatively

stable, leaving the majority of students continually to experience

failure).

Generally, the research indicates that in comparison with cooperative

situations, classmates in competitive sitatutions are disliked and self-

esteem is lower for all students but the few "winners." Both self-esteem

and liking for classmates are lower in individualistic than cooperative

learning situations (Johnson & Johnson, 1975, 1978); the theoretical

rationale for these findings is somewhat unclear, however.

Self-Attitudes of Handicapped Students

The processes of acceptance and rejection create expectations for

future interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped students. The

process of acceptance leads to expectations of rewarding and enjoyable

experiences while the process of rejection leads to expectations of negative

experiences. These expectations; as well as the labels and categories used

in nonhandicapped students' conceptions of handicapped peers, affect the

self-attitudes of handicapped students.
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The behavior of a stigmatized' individual is.Considered deviant when it

departs from social norms. rov example, when a child labeled retarded per-

forms poorly on a simple intellectual task, he is behaving correctly; but

if the child successfully completes the task, he is behaving inappropriately.

The social response to this behavior may be, "What's wrong? You're not

supposed co be able to do that!" and may lead to the extinguishing of

achievement, behavior. Labels are stabilized when the handicapped student

accepts the label and behaves in accordance,with it. The process of be-

coming handicapped, therefore, consists of three steps: the actions of the

child, the labeling of the actions as a handicap, and a self-concept change

leading the child to consider himself handicapped.

The impact of peer expectations and labels may be especially powerful

for. handicapped students. Turnure and Zigler (1958) demonstrated that re-

tarded children and children who have a history of failure are more outer-

directed than are nonhandicapped children and children who have a history

of success. This outer-directedness was demonstrated to increase the in-

fluence of models on the children's behavior.. It,also may increase the

impact of peers' expectations and labels on self-attitudes.

When handicapped students are viewed negatively, stereotyped and dis-

liked, and when nonhandicapped students expect future interaction with them

to be distasteful and unpleasant, the self-attitudes of the handicapped

students may become negative. When handicapped students are viewed by non-

handicapped peers in differentiated, dynamic, and realistic ways and the

expectations are that future interactions will be rewarding, the self-

attitudes of the handicapped students may become positive.
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There is correlational evidende that cooperativeness is positively

related to self-esteem in students throughout elementary, junior, and ,

senior high school in rlsral, urban, and suburban settings; competitiveness

is generally unrelated to self-esteem; and individualistic attitudes tend

to be related to Zeelings of worthlessness and self-rejection (Gunderson &

Johnson, 1978; Johnson & Ahigren, 1976; Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson,

1978; Johnson & Norem-Hebeisen, 1977; Norem-Hebeisen & Johnson, 1978).

There is experimental evidence indicating that cooperative learning ex-

periences, compared with individualistic ones, result in higher self-esteem

(Johnson, Johnson, d Scott, 1978),that cooperative learning experiences

promote higher self-esteem than does learning in a traditional classroom

(Blaney, et al., 1977; Geffner, 1978), and that failure'in competitive

situations promotes increased self-derogation (Ames, Ames, 4 Felker, 1977).

In a series of studies with suburban junior and senior high school

students Noremr-Hebeisen and Johnson (1978) examined the relationship between/

cooperative, competitive, and individualistic attitudes and ways of con-

ceptualizing one!!! worth from the_fAxformation that is available about oneself.

Four primary ways of deriving self-esteem are: basic self-acceptance (a

belief in the intrinsic acceptabiltty of oneself), conditional self-acceptance

(acceptance contingent on meeting external standardd and expectations), self-

evaluation (one's estimate of how one compares with one's peers), and real-

ideal congruence (correspondence between what one thinks one is and what

one thinks one should be). Attitudes toward cooperation were found to be

related to basic self-acceptance and positive self-evaluation compared to

peers, attitudes toward competition were found to be related to conditional

1.6
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self-acceptance, and individualistic attitudes were found to be related to

basic self-rejection.

Cooperative Interaction and Mainstreaming

It should be noted that at anytime in the classroom the process of re-

jectioncan be replaced by the process of acceptance, by structuring cooper-

ative interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students. :There

is evidence that cooperative interaction between nonhandicapped andlhandi-
.

capped students promotes acceptance and positive attitudes toward each

other as well as positive self-attitudes.

Interpersonal Attraction

Considerable evidence has accumulated that cooperative interaction,

compared with competitive interaction and individualistic efforts, promotes

a great deal of interpersonal attraction among students (Johnson & Johnson,

1975, 1978). When students expect to cooperate with each other, and when

they actually do cooperate, peers who are perceived to be markedly dif-

ferent from oneself, are liked, even if they loser the overall achievement

of the group (D. Johnson & Johnson, 1972; S. Johns1;11 & Johnson, 1972).

Johnson, Johnson, and Scott (1978) found that coop"erative learning ex-

/

periences, compared to individualistic ones, lead to a greater valuing of

heterogeneity among peers and to the choosing oflpeers one has cooperated

with in the past for future learning groups, even when these peers are less

able than other classmates.

The results of two large-scale surveys indicate that the more'favorable

students' attitudes toward cooperation, the mote positive they feel toward

veers who are less bright and also those who ar smarter than oneself
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(Johnson & Ahlgrev, 1976;aohnson, Johnson:& Anderson, 1978). Attitudes

toward competition and individualism are not related to liking for either

set of peers. From the second through the twelfth grades, in rural, subur-

ban, and urban schools, cooperativeness is related to valuing other attar-

dents, no matter what their achievement levels or intellectual potentials

seem to be Cooperativeness, furthermore, was fOund to be consistently re-

lated to positive attitudes toward listening to and likirig other students,

and believing that one is liked by other students, while students competi-

t,iveness and individualism are not related to these attitudes.

.Five studies have directly compared cooperatively structured learning

with competitive and individualistic instruction when handicapped students

were mainstreamed into the regular classroom. In the first, Armstrong,

Below, and Johnson (1979) compared cooperative with individualistic in-

Struction in langauge arts for 40 fifth and sixth grade students for 90

Minutes a day for a four-weey. period. Twenty-five 'percent (10_ ol! the

sample were males with learning disabilities. Armstrong and her colleagues

found that the regular classroom students in the cooperative learning groups

evaluated their learning-disabled peers as more, valuable and smarter than

did the regular classroom students in the individualistic condition. Regular

classroom students in the cooperative condition also believed'they knew

their learning-disabled peers better, chose them for friends more often,

felt that they had been more frequently helped by their learning-disabled. )

peers, and wished for-them to be removed from the classroom less frequently.

The learning-disabled students were far less isolated in the cooperative.

than in the individualistic condition.
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In the second study, twelve. second and third grade boys enrolled in a

summer swimming programLwere either taught in cooperative pairs ot indi-

vidualisticaliy (Martino &. Johnson, 1979). Three normal-progress and three

learning-disabled boys were randomly assigned to each condition. In the

cooperative condition a normal-progress and a learning-disabled boy were

randomly assigned to each pair. Observers recorded the number of times the

normal-progress boys interacted with the learning-disabled students. during

a fifteen minute free swim period at the end of each one-hour class. Over

the nine days of instruction, in the indiyidualistic condition there was

only one instance of a friendly interaction between a normal-progress and

a learning-disabled student. In the cooperative condition there were up

to 20 daily instances of friendly interaction during the free time between

normal-progress and learning-disabled students, with an average of 10

friendly interactions per day. There was an average of 3 hostile inter-

actions between normal-progress and learning-disabled boys each day in the

individualistic condition while there was an average of one hostile inter-

action per day between the two types of students in the cooperative con-

dition.

In a study of seventh-graders, Cooper, Johnson, Johnson, and Wilderaon

(1979) studied the relationships between regular classroom students and

learning-disabled and emotionally-disturbed students in cooperative, com-

petitive, and individualistic science, English, and geography classes.

Each class period lasted sixty minutes and the study lasted for fifteen

instructional days; students, therefore, received 45 hours of instruction

in each condition. The researchers found that far more students reported

1 6
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"whelping and receiving help from their handicapped peers in the cooperative

than in the other two conditions. Regular classroom students in the

cooperative and

more fiequdntly

competitive conditions chose handicapped peers for friends

than did the no andicapled students in the individualistic

condition.

In a fourth field eager went the effects of cooperative, individualis-

tic, and laissez-faire goal structures were compared on interpersonal attraction

between nonhandicapped j or high school students and severely retarded

/

peers (Johnson, Rynders, /ohnson., Schmidt, & Raider, in press). Students

were from a public juni r high school, a Catholic junior high school, and a

.special station sdho The retarded students were functioning at a high

trainable level. Students plrticipated in a bowling class that met for

one hour per week/for.six weeks. The results indicate that considerably

more positive, aupportiva, and friendly interaction took place between the

nonhandicapped and the retarded students in the cooperative than in the

other two conditions.

In the fifth field experience interpersonal attraction between non-

handicapped junior high school students and Down-syndrome students from a

special station school was studied under cooperative, competitive, and in-

dividualistic conditions (Rynders, Johnson, Johnson, & Schmidt, 1979).

Procedures were identical with those used in the previous bowling study.

Considerably more positive, supportive, and friendly interaction took place

between the two groups of students in the cooperative than in the other

two conditions.

16
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Now that the process of social judgment has been explained and the

importance of heterogeneousocooperative grouping has been emphasized, the

question is, "How does one set up heterogeneous, cooperative groups in a

classroom?" For a brief summary of the specific strategies designed to

assist the teacher, let us return to the story of Carl which began this chap-

ter. (The teacher's role in setting up cooperative groups is described in

more depth in Learning Together and Alone, Johnson & Johnson, 1975.)

Structuring Learning to Insure Integration

Carl glanced shyly around the classroom to see if anyone

was watching him. No one was. He began to relax a bit.

Carl was able to smile back as the special education

teacher gave him an encouraging nod and left the room.

How can the regular classroom teacher structure the interactions Carl

will have with the other students in the regular classroom? The teacher has

three alternatives:

1. The teacher can place Carl in competition with the other students

to see who is-best. Competition is based on students' success

being dependent on doing better than their classmates. If one

student wins, the other students losft. Competition among students

is, of course, out of the question in mainstreaming as it promotes

the rejection of low-ability students as "losers."

2. The teacher can have Carl and the other students work alone, inde-

pendent of each other. Carl can then work on material specifically

suited to his ability level. What Carl does will not affect the

achievement of other students and what other students do.will have
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no effect on Carl's achievement one way or the other., Yet such.-

a practice isolates Carl from his normal-progress peers and

creates a situation in which he will be ignored or disliked for

being "different."

3. The teacher can place Carl in a cooperative learning group with

several normal-progress peers with the assignment of completing

the lesson as a group, making sure that everyone iu the group

understands the material. In cooperation, students have a

vested interest in insurin that other rou members learn as

the group'Osuccess,depends on the achievement of all members.

Helping, sharing, peer tutoring, and peer encouragement and sup-

port for learning, as well as peer acceptance and liking, are

all hallmarks of cooperative learning experiences.

Cooperation is the only learning structure that is consistent with the

purpose of mainstreaming. In addition, it benefits average and gifted as

well as handicapped students.

Structuring Learning Cooperatively

Carl shyly sank down into his seat, hoping the other

students would not notice him. Thc.regular classroom

teacher announced that all students would be assigned to

math groups where they would work together to solve 12

story problems. Carl was startled to hear his name

called as he was assigned to a learning group. Joining

his group he studied the faces of Susan, Sam, and Sally

as they jovially assembled.
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What do teachers do to set up heterogeneous cooperative learning groups

and to insure that they operate ef2ztively? Although there is no formula

for using cooperative groups in instruction, there is a model that outlines

the role of the teacher. The following framework has been helpful to many .

teachers in initiating cooperation during instruction. Each teacher should

feel free to modify the plan for his/her classroom setting and students.

The model is presented for Carl's math lesson, but it works just as well in

other subject areas.

1. As far as possible,'specify the instructional objectives. In the

case of this math lesson, the objectives are to have every student master

the basic math skills needed to work the assigned problems.

2. Select the group size most appropriate for the lesson. With young

or unskilled students, the size of the group may best be two or three

members. With older or more skilled students, larger groups are possible.

In Carl's classroom, the teacher selected a group size of four students.

3. Assign students to groups. Usually, teachers wish to maximize

the heterogeneity in the groups, although, at times, homogeneous groups

are useful. A common procedure is to give the class a pretest and then

assign one high student, two average students, and one low student to each

cooperative group.\ This is what Carl's teacher did.

4. Arrange the classroom so that group members are close together

and the groups are as far apart as possible.

5. Provide the appropriate materials. In the math lesson in Carl's

class, each group is given 12 story problems, one answer sheet, and a

checklist h.or each member entitled, "How well did I work in the group today?"
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6. Explain the task and the cooperative goal structure. For Carl's

math group the task is to solve the story problems and to insure that all

group members understand how to solve each one. Members indicate their

understanding by signing the group's answer sheet. (An alternative to the

_single answer sheet is to give each student an individual test on the

material and average the members' scores for the group's score.) The

cooperative structure involves a group goal (complete the assignment),

criteria for success (perfect score is excellent, 80 percent correct is

good, 60 percent correct is poor), an awareness that all group members

receive the same reward, and an understanding of cooperative actions to

engage in while they are working together (listening carefully to each

other, praising each other, chvlking to make sure everyone understands the

material).

As Sally began to read the first story problem they

were.to solve Carl began to move his chair away from the

group. He felt panic. When Susan, Sam, and Sally turned

to him for agreement with their answer he backed his chair

further away until it hit a nearby wall. He looked away

from their expectant faces as his tears began to °yellow

despite his best efforts to hold them in.

The teacher quietly appeared at Carl's side and asked

what was wrong. "I don't want to work with anybody," he

cgasped, "I want to go back to 'my special classroom, to'the

students I know!"

Observing Carl's frZghi:, the teache. suggested, "The

group needs someone to record its answers. Why don't you
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be the recorder for the group? Susan, Sam, and Sally

will appreciate the help."

After Carl was arranged in the center of the group

with answer sheet and pencil, the teacher moved to where

she could watch the group work. Carl clearly was taking

his responsibility as recorder seriously, listening

carefully to the answers given by the other group members

and writing them down as neatly as he could. Sally

especially seemed skilled in explaining how to work the

problems to Carl.

The next day, observing Carl working in the group,

the teacher stopped nearby. Carl smiled at the teacher

and left his group temporarily. 9-This is the most fun

I've ever had in school!" he told her.

The story of Carl is true. It actually happened in a school where

the authurs were consulting. And it illustrates several important aspects

of using heterogeneous cooperative groups for instructional purposes.

They are summarized in the final three aspects of the teacher's role:

7. Observe the student-student interaction. Just because teachers

ask students to cooperate with each other does not mean they will always

do so. Through observation, teachers can spot the problems which students

have in working together cooperatively.

8. Intervene as a consultant to help the group (a) solve its problems

in working together effectively, (b) learn the interpersonal and group

skills necessary for cooperating, and (c) check that all its members are
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learning the material. Carl's. teacher. helped to reduce Carl's fear of

working with normal-progress peers by giving him a structured role to ful-

fill in the group. The next step is to teach the normal-progress students

helping skills so that they can explain material successfully to Carl.

Carl, furthermore, can be trained in various cooperative skills that help

the group work, even if he cannot do the academic work as quickly as his

peers.

9. Evaluate the group products, using a criterion-referenced evalua-

tion system. If a mainstreamed student such as Carl is completely unable

to do the work assigned, the teacher may wish to use different ,feria in

evaluating his work, to assign less material for him to learn /to give hir.,

different material to learn, or to use improvement scores for him. At the

end of each lesson, teachers can have students complete a checklist on how

well they worked in their group.

Cooperation between Classrooms and Special Education Teachers

Successfully mainstreaming requires the help and attention of both the

special education and classroom teachers. There is a specific role for

each which requires cooperation to form a team in which they coordinate

efforts to educate and socialize the students. The role of the classroom

teacher is as follows:

A. Primarily to structure learning experiences cooperatively and to

ensure that the small groups are heterogeneous, with handicapped

and nonhandicapped students in the same group. It is the coopera-

tive goal structure that promotes positive interaction among
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students, no matter how they differ from each other, and pro-

vides a supportive context within which integration of handi-

capped students can take place.

B. To specify a structured. role within the cooperative groups for

the liadicapped students. Many students being mainstreamed will

be fearful and anxious about interacting with nonhandicapped

peers. Clear and structured responsibilities within the small

groups will alleviate such feelings.

C. To train nonhandicapped (as well as handicapped) students in

helping, tutoring, teaching, and sharing skills. To work

effectively within a cooperative learning group, students

must be able to help and teach each other, Qapecially when

students are heterogeneous in ability. Many teaching skills,

such as the use of praise and prompting, are easily taught to

students.

D. To make the requirements for the handicapped students reasonable.

Some mainstreamed students are not doing grade-level work aca-

demically in certain ways. This does not mean that they cannot

be part of a cooperative learning group. There are several ways

to adapt lessons so thatstudents at markedly different achieve-

ment levels can participate in the same cooperative group, such

as,

1. use different criteria for success for each group member;

2. vary the amount. each group member is expected to master;

1'7.3
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3. give group members different lists, words, problems, and

then use the average percentage worked correctly as the

group's score; and

4. _use improvement scores for the handicapped students rather

than actual performance.

Undoubtedly, handicapped students can be evaluated in other ways that do

not prevent their working with nonhandicapped peers.

E. To support the positive relationships among peers and the feelings

of success experienced by all students which result from partici-

pating in cooperative learning experiences.

F. Besides structuring heterogeneous, cooperative learning groups,

the regular classroom teacher will want to establish a colla-

borative working relationshipyith the special education teachers

who also work with the mainstreamed students. The special educa-

tion teachers are important resources for encouraging appropriate

academic and interpersonal behaviors by the mainstreamed students

in the regular classroom and, therefore, regular classroom teachers

should use them.

The role of the special education resource teacher on such a team is

as follows:

A. To consult with the classroom teacher on setting up hetero-

geneous cooperative learning groups. Facilitate the use of

cooperative activities in which handicapped and nonhandicapped

students are in the same group by providing the regular class-

room teacher with any help that might be needed to do so. Observe

the groups systematically, keepi,-;:, records of how the handicapped

and nonhandicapped st-...Lents interact with each other.
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B. To teach the handicapped students structured roles to enact in

the small groups. Even if a student cannot read, he can listen

carefully and summarize what everyone in.the group is saying,

provide\leadership, help to keep the group's work organized,

and so On. There is always some way to facilitate a group's

I.

work, no. matter what handicap a student may have.

C. To. teach the nonhandicapped students how to assist and help the

handicapped students. Some simple skills, such as the use of

praise, can be mastered by nonhandicapped students to improve

their ability to work in a heterogeneous cooperative group.

And there may be specific aspects of a handicap that the non-

handicapped students need to understand in order to adapt their

interactions to include the mainstreamed students.

D. To consult with the classroom teacher on making the requirements'

for the handicapped students reasonable. The regular classroom

teacher may need some help in setting up appropriate criteria

and assigning appropriate work.

E. To support the positive relationships between handicapped and

nonhandicapped students and the feelings-of success experienced

by all students which result from participating in cooperative

learning activities. Low-ability students will especially ex-

perience a great deal more success in cooperative activities

than in competitive or individualistic ones.

Although many good teachers have mcied away from the predominantly

competitive mode of present classrooms to the use of cooperative groups,

17z
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for many other teachers the use of cooperative groups, as described in this

chapter, seems-to be a departure from present practice. Therefore a brief, : ,

"back to basics" statement seems advisable. The uae of heterogeneous

cooperative learning groups benefits not only the handicapped students being

-mainstreamed but also, the average and gifted students in the regular

classroom (Johnson & Johnson, 1975). The teaching procedures are straight-

forward enough so that any'teacher can learn, them. Yet the importance of

cooperative learning experiences goes beyond the integration of handicapped

\students into the regular classroom and the resulting increases in friend-

ihips, social skills, self-esteem, and achievement. Cooperation is as basic

humans as the air we breathe. The ability of all students towork.

cooperatively with other people is the keystone to building and maintaining

stable families, careers, and friendships. Being able to perform technical

skiirls such as reading and math are of little use if the person cannot apply

themin cooperative interaction with other. people in. career, family, and

community settings. The most logical way to emphasize the use of students'

knowlIdge and skills within a cooperative framework, such as they will meet

as members of society, is to use cooperative learning groups in the 'classroom.

A very good case can be made to support the contention that nothing is more

basic in education than learning to work cooperatively with other people.

Sumtary

The central question in mainstreaming for the classroom teacher is,

"How will handicapped and nonhandicapped students interact with each other"

Placing handicapped students in the regular classroom is the beginning of
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an opportunity but, like all opportunities, it carries a riskof making

things worse as well as the possibility/of making things, better. Physics
, ; / ,

. .7 .

proximity of handicapped and nonhandicapped.students does not guarantee

positive ateitOdes and increased acceptance; increased prejudice and r

jection may be the result. The crucial factor in whether a procesi o

acceptance or aprocess of rejection occurs in the cl'-isroom is the kind of

student-student interaction fostered by the teacher; Although competitiaa

and individualism tend to support. rejection, cooperative interactions between

handicapped and nonhandicapped students encourage the positive social inter

actions. that bring handicapped students into the mainstream of classroom

society. It is crucial to note that structuring learning cooperatively is

not Something done for the ha dicapped students, it is beneficial to all

students. The research indi tes that it encourages higher achievement and

more appropriate self-esteem for all students and more positive social

interactions throughout the classroom.

Cooperative_instruction is based on a set of practical strategies b

which any teacher can maste:. It does not revire the classroom teacher

to become an "expert" in special education. The model described in this

chapter provides a natural way for regular and special education teachers

to work together as a team.
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APPENDIX C

COOPERATIVE INSTRUCTIONAL GAMES:

ALTERNATIVES TO THE SPELLING BEE
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Mains aming in this country has in-
creased the number of exceptional chil-
dren in regular classrooms. Teachers have
always had to deal with groups of children
who had a broad range of skills, abilities,
and interests; but mainstreaming has re-
sulted in even greater range. Such di-
versity has forced teachers to examine,
abandon, or modify many of their stan-
dard teaching techniques and to seek bet-
ter ways of meeting the needs of all chil-
dren.

Competitive games and activities have
long been criticized. Their use in teaching
and in motivating children is even_ more
questionable now that classes are de-
liberately and acknowledgeably heteroge-
neous on many levels. Faced with a wide
span of needs, some teachers have turned
almost exclusively to individualizationan
individual program for each child. Indi-
vidualization is appropriate for some as-
pects of the instructional day, bin individ-
ualizing every aspect of a child's program
is not easy and probably not desirable.
Children need to acquire social skills and
need to work with others whose interests
and abilities are different from their own.
Cooperation, not individualization, is the
alternative to competition.

Cooperation can be defined as acting or
working with others for mutual benefit. As
a concept, cooperation is certainly not new
to schools. Teachers have often tried to
structure classroom situations that en-
hance cooperation and have long fostered.
cooperation through such activities as
group projects and class plays. What is
worth noting is the absence of cooperation
from many games that teachers have their

18/
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classes play for instructional purposes.
Consider the following scenario:

Mr. Thompson's fifth grade is playing
Spelling Baseball. The class has been di-
vided into two teams, which are seated on
opposite sides of the room. Mr. Thompson
tries to divide the teams evenly, but he
soon realizes that the two groups are not
evenly matched. Albert comes "up to bat"
for Team B. Mr. Thompson gives Albert
the work "tongue" to spell. Albert spells it

correctly and gets a "base hit" for his team.
His teammates cheer. Now it's Brenda's
turn. Her word is "heaven'." Brenda begins
to spell, then hesitates. Mr. Thompson
knows that spelling is not Brenda's
strongest subject and starts to help her. A
roar comes from Team B: That's not fair!
You didn't help our team!" Mr. Thompson
becomes silent and allo *s Brenda to finish.
And finish she does: "h-e-a-v-i-n-." A

groan comes from Team A. One student
murmurs, "Great. We had to get Brenda
again. Everybody knows she can't spell."
Team B, which has also been intent on
Brenda's performance, lets out a yell,
"Yay!" A student says, "I knew she couldn't
do it!" Mr. Thompson is distressed by the
unsportsmanlike behavior and resolves to
have a talk with the class on proper win-
ning and losing behavior and the feelings
of others.

Let us examine the scenario in a differ-
ent way. Exactly what did the game ac-
complish? Mr. Thompson, being a diligent
and responsible teacher, knew before the
game who the good spellers were and who
the poor spellers were. The game taught
him nothing at all about the children's
spelling prowess. Many of the children also
well knew' their proficiency in spelling
and their classmates'. The children might
have welcomed a chance to help one
another, to come to Brenda's assistance,
but the rules of the game prohibit helping,
labeling it "cheating." Did the game teach
spelling? It is hard to say, but for many
children the game simply confirmed for
them the fact that they either could or
could not spell well. Did the game develop
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positive social interactions? Probably not.
Brenda left the game in tears, and after the
game some members of the winning team
were gloating. Mr. Thompson views the

. failure of the game as a failing of his
pupils. They took it too seriously. They
weren't gracious about winning. They
made it a personal issue. Yet, many of the
behaviors he observed during the game
were predictable under the setup and the
rules of the game. At other points in the
day Mr. Thompson is concerned with
structuring positive social interactions, but
he has not yet came up with games that the
children can play for fun, gam's that are
not competitive.

What would make a game cooperative?
How could such a game be designed? In a
cooperative game the obstacle that must be
overcome is not another person or another
group, but tallier an external obstacle.
Two examples of external obstacles are
time and the inherent difficult,. of a task.
The question is not, "Can we do this better
or Voter than they can?" but, "Can we,
working as a group, accomplish a task of a
certain level of difficulty within a limited
time period?"

Competition and cooperation require
different skills. A situation requiring com-
petition is likely to call for only one skill,
which members of the group may have in
different degrees. A situation requiring
cooperation is likely to call for a wide range
of skills, including coordinating efforts,
synchronizing behavior, and solving prob-
lems, and the group must find a way to
help members who are weak in some of the
skills. A cooperative spelling activity, for
example, would call for good spellers,
good scorekeepers, and children with good
handwriting and would also require chil-
dren who are good at coordinating and
synchronizing these various efforts.

lf games can help children develop
skills needed in cooperation, the questions
still remAn: Why bother? Why t' .4.
cooperative skills?

Competitive structures seem to domi-
nate schools and tend to be accepted as the
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only kind of structure possible. In an
analysis of goal structures in the classroom
Johnson and Johnson state:

Although there has been a great deal of
debate concerning various aspects of the in-

. structional situation, most educators seem to
assume that there are no operational
alternatives to the competitive goal structure
in which students are expected to out-
perform their peers (1: 213].

Many teachers hesitate to -abandon
competition and competitive games, believ-
ing that competition is the only way to
motivate children and to get them to
stretch their abilities as far as possible. Yet,
after extensive experimentation, Johnson
and Johnson (1) concluded that "a com-
petitive goal structure does not yield
higher achievement than a cooperative
goal structure." (1: 218). Nelson and

`Kagan (2) found that children tended to
compete in conflict-of-interest situations,
and the tendency often interfered with
adaptive, cooperative problem-solving.
Nelson and Kagan (2) state that American
students cooperated so seldom that it ap-
peared that the environment provided
these children contained no experiences to
acquaint them with the possibilities of the
skills of cooperation.

Can the skills associated with coopera-
tion be taught to children? Several studies
have focused on the establishment of
cooperative behaviors among children and
have explored the behaviors displayed in
cooperative and in competitive situations.

.. In a study by Nelson and Madsen (3)
thirty-six pairs of four-year-olds played a
game that required cooperative interaction
to get a prize. Two different conditions
were explored, one a "limited reward"
condition in which only one child could get
the prize and the other a "cooperative
condition" in which both children could
get a prize if they coordinated their efforts..
The researchers found that in the coopera-
tive condition subjects quickly learned to
assist each other, while in the competitive
situation most of the interaction was domi-
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nated by one child in the pair. The authors
concluded that the limited reward stimu-
lated maladaptive interaction.

If the ways in which children interact
are to change, it is not enough to simply
abandon old, competitive practices. As
Johnson and Johnson (1) state:

If students have rarely experienced a
goal structure other than competition in
school, they will tend to form competitive
goal structures when left to their own de-
vices. If all the organizational pressures
within the school are based upon the tradi-
tional competitive goal structure, students
will tend to behave competitively,
whenever they are left "free to choose" [l:
216].

In an article critical of open edu tion,
Kozol (4) states that the notion of a eu-
tral" environment with a "non-directive"
teacher is a delusion; to provide no goal
structure is to ask students to place. the
traditional competitiye structure upon
themselves.

Kozol's observation points to the need
to teach children to interact in cooperative,
mutually beneficial ways. Johnson and
Johnson (5) state:

We are for cooperation, not only be-
cause the sharing, helping, communicat-
ing, and mutual concern aspects of it are
consonant with our values, but also because
the research supports its use in a large
number of situations. All the research we
have reviewed, the research we have con-
ducted. Ind our own instincts indicate that
cooperation is the appropriate goal struc-
ture for most instructional situations. It
also seems to be the least talked about, if
not the least used, goal structure in schools
(5: vij.

Research has shown that children can
be taught to cooperate. The researchers
Mithaug and Burgess (6) found that when
a task required cooperation the' children
worktd out ways to watch each other and
to coordinate their movements so as zo get
the reward. Some attempts at coordination
were extremely elaborate and sophisti-
cated, involving group counting and the
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designation of a group leader. One of the
most 'important experiments in this area
was done by Azrin and Lindsley (7). In
their experiment, two. hildren sat opposite
each other and had to insert pointed rods
into opposite holes within .04 seconds of
each other to have a jelly bean appear. The
experiment was carried out with ten
cooperative teams, and the results showed
that in the first ten minutes of experi-
mentation, all teams learned to cooperate
without specific instructions. This experi-
ment is important because it established
the fact that cooperation can be taught by
arrangement of 'the environment without
specifically telling children what to do. The
experiment by Azrin and Lindsley negates
the notion that a verbal explanation of
either cooperation or competition is neces-
sary to teach those behaviors. Teachers,
therefore, have the responsibility-for ar-
ranging the environment so that desirable
behaviors are displayed. To evaluate the
effects of a game, one must look at what
the children do during the game. The
worth, of a -rame is best measured by the
children's behavior, not the teacher's in-
tentions. Attempts to teach, cooperation by
structuring a competitive situation and
then telling the students to "cooperate" are
not likely to be successful.

Even if we accept the importance of
teaching children to cooperate, it is still rea-
sonable to question/the valye of games in
encouraging cooperation. Do games really
matter? If I am interested in teaching
cooperative skills jn the classroom, why
bother with games? The answers to these
apparently simple questions are complex.
Many teachers look on games as a way of
structuring. fun, a way of balancing
academic study. Games do, nonetheless,
structure interactions between children,
and it is often difficult to control the im-.
pact of a game or to limit its effects to game
time. Teachers whose pupils have re-
turned from physical education class still
feuding about who was really out in the
Dodge Ball game, or still picking on a
classmate because "he made us lose," know
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that time divisions may not be clear-cut.
The schedule .on the board may say

10:00-10:30 Math
10:30-10:45 Game Time
10:45-11:30 Reading

but the boundaries are blurred. Pro-
ponents of role-playing for children often
use 'his propensity for carry-over, hoping
to structure interaction between non-
friendsinteraction that will affect their
behavior outside the role-playing situation.
It should not be astonishing that teachers
often see in games illicit as well as licit'_ ex-
tensions of social behaviors.

Many teachers who are seriously' con-
cerned with the interaction patterns in
their classroom conscientiously seek strat-
egies in teaching and in management that
encourage cooperation, sharing, turn-
takingane, -other- socially desirdble resolu-
tions to conflict. It may be useful to
examine the games these same teachers
initiatenot what the games say they are
designed for, but what the children will be
doing to, for,, or with one another. One
may well find basic contradictions between
the solutions the teacher prpposes to
common classroom problenis and the solu-
tions a game dictates for simi* problems.
Take one problem that teachers often face:
finding themselves with more students
than materialstwenty-five students sand
only seventeen copies of the social studies
textbook. In such a situation, teachers gen-
erally encourage children to share books,
to take turns with them. If each child can-
not have a book, the problem must be
worked out. Many games structure situa-
tions of scarcity (Musical Chairs, Indian
Club Snatch). Each child must get one ob-
jeCt (a chair, 'a club), and the children who
do not are eliminated. In such a situation,
behaviors that lead to success are grabbing,
pushing, or in other ways monopolizing
material. One would certainly not want to
argue, simplistically, that the game causes
pushing and grabbing in other situations.
Yet, one must surely question the lack of
consistency between learning to share and
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learning to win, and wonder what message
children really get.

Similarly, many. teachers are concerned
with building an atmosphere of trust in
their classroom. They want their students
to treat one another with compassion and
concern,.and to have confidence that no
one is out to get them or to do them dis-
service. Yet, many teachers also play Simon
Says with their students, structuring a situ-
ation in which children deliberately try to
confuse and trick their classmates into
making a mistake.. Additionally, the leader
of Simon Says can by his or her verbal re-
port; eliminate another. child. Differences
between leader and player can lead to the
familiar Cycle: 'You're out, you touched
your elbow, I saw." "No, I did not."
"You're a liar." On could look at such,
interactions either as students' failings or
as predictable -tomplonents of the game,
literally dictated or structured by the rules
of the game.

Teachers must look at all aspects of
their curriculum tordetermine what mes-
sages are being conveyed to childreh and
what behaviors they are \establishihg
through teachingt and mapagement.
Games are ostensibly "only for fun" and
therefore not thought of as needing seri-
ous analysis: Yet, games are part of the
school day and part pf what childten do in
school under the ditection and the super-
vision of the teachert.

What exactly, th01, would a coopera-
tive instructional activity or game be like?
What would the children do? An examina-
tion of a few gamesican make clear some
principles of designi g such activities.

One type of coop
"Sequence Game" st
which children must

native activity called a
uctures a situation in
atch one another for

a cue to do their Dart. Their action be-
comes the cue for thi! next student. In one
sequence game, each student receives a
card. Some of the cards read:

When someone I tips like a bunny, you
say. -What does an elephant .du when he
breaks his toe?"
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When someone gets up and asks a rid-
dle, you say, "He calls a tow truck."

When someone says, "tie calls a tow
truck," you get up and start swimming.

When someone gets up and starts
swimming, you say, "S/He's swimming the
English Channel.

When someone says, "V-He's swimming
the English Channel," you say, "What
channel is that on?"
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One card is distributed to each member
of thie group. By following the instructions
on the cards, the class presents a story, or
scenario, or simply a series of one-liners.
The interaction, however, is the key. To
time "Toils appropriately, the students,
mush iatch one another. They cannot
simply take their.turni they must see where
their part, fits into the rest of the story. An
activity of,this kind strengthens the skill of
synchronising one's efforts to create a.,
smooth flow of action.

This type of activity need not be limited
to words. Players can do a series of pan-
tomimes 'in which one player's movements
are the cue for the next player's. Sequence
activities can also be written for academic
subjects. Thee activities might incorporate
information about types of geological
structures or the life of members of a dif-
ferent culture. Students with complemen-
tary skills or strengths might be given cards
to share: a good reader might be paired
with a good interpreter.

Many students and teachers know the
game Concentration. This standard com-
petitive game, like other similar games, can
be modified to\ make it cooperative. In
ConaIntration cards with matching words
or pitures on them are 11 turned face
down on the floor or the !table, and stu-
dents take turns trying to match cards. The
competitive nature of%the game' keeps stu-
dents from helping o!ie another. To help
another player is to contribute to someone
else's success and your failure.' In a game
of Cooperative Concentration, all students
take turns trying to make all the possible!
matches in the group. All the players sit its
a. circle, hiding their cards. Players take
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turns moving around the circle, calling for
two cards to be revealed (the card:: of two
other players, or one card of the player
taking a turn and one card of one other
player). If the group agrees that the cards
match, the pair of matching cards is put
into the center. Whet) all the cards have
been matched, the gable is won. A player
who is no longer holioling-caidi-iiiiistili
take turns calling on other players in his or
her own turn. In such 4 game, the collab-
oration of players, contributes to the suc-
cess of the whole group. Players remember
where cards are, call on fellow students by
name, and make matches. A game such as
this can be adapted to almost any subject
area or level of difficulty. Young children
could match cards showing colors with
cards listing color words, numbers with
numerals, and pictures of animals with the
names of animals. Older children could
match words and their definitions, sen-
tences' missing .punctuation with the mark
of punctuation needed, states .with their
capital cities, or presidents and their terms.

One important benefit emerge.: from
cooperative games(children who have
poor skills in a certain area can receive
help and advice from children who are
more skilled. In a competitive situation,
iheirripetus for helping a less skilled player

is simply nor present. In a competitive
math game, the child who can multiply
only by using his fingers or beads will prob-
ably not be able to participate success-
fully, either because he will take longer
and thus lose, or because using beads or
fingers will be considered "unfair by
players who db not need such devices. In a
cooperative situation, each child's success
contributes to the success of the group,
and players can be supportive of other
members' alternative methods.

/-Trarlticnal games can be made into
cOopera ive activities. Dominoes can be
:played a cooperative game in Which the
object c the game is for the grdup to use
up as many dominoes as possihle or to
make the longest chain possible. Before
beginging the game, the group can discuss
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various ways of incorporating as many
players and as many pieces as possible.
This idea can be extended to dominoes
labeled with word, that go together in
some way. Cat may be matched with kitten,
colt with horse, and cow with calf. Topeka can
be matched with .Cnnsas, Madison with MS-.
consin, and Columbus with 'Ohio. Players can
take turns placing the dominoes in the
proper sequence.

When cooperative games are
suggested, teachers often ask, "Will the
children find them interesting and chal-
lenging after 'playing competitive games
for most of their lives?" This question can
be answered in several ways. Some chil-
dren are likely to object when a new
framework is established fora game. The
objections can probably be overcome once

/children re lize that the new games are not
necessaril easier, only different. One
must 'ack owledge that in many ways we
have taug'ht children what to consider fun.
Our lantuage and labeling socialize
dren to consider certain activities as work,
others as play. Thus, objeitiOns 'can prob-
ably be overcome by having the children
experience a cooperative game that is chal-
lenging and difficult, and that truly ,re-
quires the effort of many children. We can
teach children to consider as fun activities
that do not involve a sole winner and mul-
tiple losers.

In determining whether a game.is
cooperative and in designing or modifying
'games so that they. are cooperative, certa:
questions may be useful:

Is there real interaction or are children
Simply taking turns?

Will. the students be talking to one
another, asking one another questions,
guiding one another physically?

If the game does not really demand
interaction, can the rules be restructured
so that interaction is necessary?

How much pressure is placed on any
or.e individual player? If the answer is
"lots," perhaps the game can be re-
structtired Is° that mechanisms are pro-
vided Ili- other students to help, coach, or
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in other ways assist players. With rules of
this kind, the games can he played by dill-
dren who are not .,equally matched in all
ways, thus providing leaning experiences
(and perhaps teaching experiences) for all
children.

Could one or more players simply sit
back and not participate? Or, could a
player or two take over the game and
monopolize the action? If the answer to
these questions is yes, you may need rules
to prevent these eventualities and to insure
that the energies, bodies, abilities, or skills
of all children are used in some way. All
children may not need to be doing the
same thing, but all children should be
needed.

The structuring of competitive, win-
lose situations for children in the class-
room is often considered necessary in
"preparing children for the outside
world." It is often said that only if children
have experienced intensely competitive

Ni situations will they be able to deal with the
competitive real world. This asstunption
can be countered on many leVels. First,
many activities in the real world involve
and require cooperation. Much of our
daily social interaction involves asking for
and receiving information from others,
group problem-solving, and integrating
information from various sources. Fur-
thermore, one can argue that the reality of
the outside world is to a large extent a re-
sult of the preparation %%e give for it. If
children experience only competitive
structures in school, the likelihood of their
establishing competitive structures when
they are no longer in school is vastly in-
creased. Teachers not only teach their stu-
dents to live and work in the real world,
but also play a prominent role in shaping
that world. A new reality may be defined
by preparing children differently. I astly,
even if we all agree that children will in-
evitably face some disappointments and
failure in their adult lives, how best do we
prepare children for such a fate? A strong
argument car. he made for the idea that
the best preparation for failure in sonic
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areas is a long history of success, feelings of
self-worth, 'and an honest appraisal of
one's skills and abilities.

Schools did not invent competition;
neither can they be the death of it.
Teachers, however, can play a prominent
role in teaching children to interact in dif-
ferent, more productive ways. As our
schools mirror the wide diversity in our so-
ciety, teachers will need to look closely at
the role of schools in teaching children'
new patterns of interaction and acceptance
at differences.

Note

I. I wish to expiebs my appreciation to the
many students who cooperated in playing
and creating cooperative games. Special
thanks to Diane Tiffany and Garin Ost for
Cooperative Concentration and Cooperative
Dominoes.
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